The Effects of Training on Writing Tutors: Interpersonal Skills or the Conference Approach by Fujimoto, Donna T.
OCCASIONAL PAPERS SERIES 
Department of English as a Second Language 
University of Hawai'i 
Occasional Paper # 18, 1990 
The Effects of Training on Writing Tutors: 
Interpersonal Skills or 
the Conference Approach 
Donna T. Fujimoto 
The Effects of Training on Writing Tutors: 
Interpersonal Skills or 
the Conference Approach 
Donna T. Fujimoto 
Occasional Paper #18, 1990 
Department of English as  a Second Language 
University of Hawai'i 
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE 
UNIVERSITY OF HAWAl'l 
Faculty 
Robert Bley-Vroman, J. D. Brown, Craig Chaudron, 
Graham Crookes, Richard Day, Thom Hudson, 
Roderick Jacobs, Gabriele Kasper, Michael Long, 
Martha C. Pennington, Charlene Sato, 
Richard Schmidt, Karen Watson-Gegeo 
Professional Staff 
David Rickard (Assistant Director, ELI) 
The Department of ESL publishes selected theses and scholarly papers by its graduates, 
research monographs, and thematic collections in the Occasional Papers Series. Publication of 
these papers, which address a wide range of issues in second language learning and teaching, 
is underwritten in part by a grant from the Ruth Crymes Scholarship Fund. The Department 
also publishes University of Hawai'i Working Papers in ESL (UHWPESL), which presents work 
in progress by faculty members and graduate students. It is distributed internationally to 
selected universities and libraries. Separate issues, complete sets of back issues, and 
individual subscriptions are also available. Ordering information for both the Occasional 
Papers Series and UHWPESL can be obtained by writing to: 
Editor, UHWPESL 
Department of English as a Second Language 
University of Hawai'i 
1890 East-West Road 
Honolulu, HI 96822 
USA 
Work published in the Occasional Papers Series reflects the focus of the Department's graduate 
curriculum, which emphasizes the integration of theory and practice in the belief that practical 
questions and solutions in language teaching should be accountable both to theory and 
empirical testing. The Department administers both an MA program in ESL and an 
interdisciplinary PhD program in Second Language Acquisition. 
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE 
UNIVERSITY OF HAWAI'I 
OCCASIONAL PAPERS SERIES 
As a part of their graduate degree programs, students in the Department of 
English as a Second Language undertake original scholarly work in the form of 
scholarly papers, theses, and dissertations. Their research studies have 
covered a wide range of areas in second language learning and teaching. 
Many of these studies have attracted interest from others in the field, and in 
order to make them more widely available, selected titles are published in the 
Occasional Papers Series. This series, a supplement to the departmental 
publication Working Papers in ESL, also includes reports of research by 
members of the ESL faculty. Publication of student work in the Occasional 
Papers Series is underwritten by a grant from the Ruth Crymes Scholarship 
Fund. A list of available titles and prices may be obtained from the 
Department and is also included in each issue of Working Papers in ESL. 
The reports published in the Occasional Papers Series have the status of 
"progress reports" and are often published elsewhere in revised form. 
Occasional Paper # IS is an MA scholarly paper by Donna T. Fujimoto, 
approved Spring 1987. This work should be cited as follows: 
Fujimoto, Donna. 1990. The Effects of Training on Writing Tutors: Interpersonal 
Skills or the Conference Approach. Occasional Paper #18. Honolulu: 
Department of English as a Second Language, University of Hawai'i. 
University of Hawai'i Occasional Papers Series, Number 18,1990. 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
I would l i k e  t o  thank  t h e  m e m b e r m  of my c o m n i t t ~ - - D r .  Craig  
Chaudron, D r .  J.D. Brown, D r .  Richard Schmidt and D r .  J a c k  
Riohardm. I am e m p ~ c l a l l y  g r a t e f u l  to D r .  Chaudron tor him 
aÃ§miÃ§tan and va luab l e  f fdback  and t o  D r .  Karen Wataon-QÃ§ge 
for h e r  adv i ce  and encouragement  dur ing  t h e  e x p e r t Ã ‘ n t  
In addi t ion,  I wish to  e x p r a r a  my app rec i a t i on  to  t h e  
English Language I n a t l t u t e  tELD for allowing Ã t h ~  oppo r tun i t y  
to work In t h e  Writing Lab, to t h e  v o l u n t e e r  t u t o r *  who 
p a r t i c i p a t e d  In t h e  mtudy, and to  my humband, Michael Morgan, f o r  
him t r e Ã ‘ d o u  a a s l a t a n c e  and e n c o u r a g w n t .  
INTRODUCTION 
Writing c e n t e r s  f i r w t  a p p e a r e d  on  c o l l e g e  campuses  in  1972, 
and mince t h e n  t h e y  h a v e  i n c r e a s e d  i n  number t o  p e r h a p s  o v e r  
1,500 (Nor th  1984). T h e s e  c e n t e r s  h a v e  grown in  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  
n e e d s  of  s t u d e n t s  and  e d u c a t o r s  t o  improve t h e  q u a l i t y  of  wr i t ing  
a t  t h e  c o l l e g e  l e v e l .  Judging  from t h e  small b u t  growing 
l i t e r a t u r e  on  wr i t ing  c e n t e r s ,  t h e s e  c e n t e r s  a r e  beginning to  be 
viewed n o  l o n g e r  a s  p e r i p h e r a l  o p e r a t i o n s ,  b u t  a s  a n  i m p o r t a n t  
p a r t  of t h e  academic world i n  i t m  own r i g h t ~ a s  a p l a c e  f o r  
l ea rn ing ,  tor t e a c h i n g  and  t u t o r i n g ,  and  tor r e s e a r c h .  
The Unive r s i ty  of  H a w a i i  a t  Manoa h a s  t w o  wr i t ing  c e n t e r s - -  
o n e  open to  a l l  s t u d e n t s  and  f a c u l t y  and  t h e  o t h e r  open  on ly  to  
non-nat ive  s p e a k e r s  of English.  The  latter l a  r u n  by  t h e  English 
Language I n s t i t u t e  (ELD of  t h e  Depar tment  of English a s  a Second 
Language. I t  was opened i n  J a n u a r y  1981, t h r o u g h  a n  Educat ion  
Improvement Fund g r a n t  and  w a s  o f f i c i a l l y  called t h e  English 
Language L a b o r a t o r y .  I t s  role w a s  t o  otter a d d i t i o n a l  h e l p  in  
grammar and  wr i t ing  to  ELI wtudenta ,  and  t h u s  i t  was o f t e n  
r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  G r a m m a r  Lab. More r e c e n t l y  as  a r e s u l t  of  t h e  
o v e r a l l  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  of wr i t ing ,  Moving away from grammar 
a n d  a p r o d u c t- o r i e n t e d  a p p r o a c h  to  a m o r e  p r o c e s s- o r i e n t e d  
approach ,  I t  is now commonly called t h e  Writing Lab. 
Simply undergoing a name change ,  however, did n o t  
n f f i e a a ~ l l y  mean t h a t  t h e  phi losophy and  d a i l y  o p e r a t i o n  of t h e  
Writing Lab b e c a m e  m o r e  procesm-oriented.  F o r  example, in  F a l l  
1983, t u t o r e  w e r e  auppomed t o  u s e  a Â¥gramma check l i s t , '  which 
listd twen ty  problem aream. During e a c h  t u t o r i n g  sewsion, 
t u t o r s  w e r e  t o  check off  t h e  grammar problems t h a t  s t u d e n t s  had. 
No mention was made of o t h e r  wri t ing problem6 s t u d e n t s  might 
f ace .  The Writing Lab coord ina tor .  Spr ing 1985, s t a t e d  t h a t ,  
un fo r tuna t e ly ,  t h e  Writing Lab was nothing m o r e  t h a n  a ' f r e e  
ed i t i ng  s e r v i c e  o f f e r i ng  a band-aid mervice" (Grigg, 1986, 
pe r sona l  communication). If t u t o r a  only edit p a p e r s  f o r  ESL 
s t u d e n t s ,  ve ry  little is gained for a l l  concerned.  A s h i f t  away 
front grammar and ed i t i ng  to a m o r e  p rocesa - cen t e r ed  approach 
would he lp  bo th  s t u d e n t s  and t u t o r s  l e a r n  more abou t  writing. I t  
would a l s o  b e  in keeping with t h e  ELI'S a t t e m p t  to  f o c u s  on t h e  
wri t ing p r o c e s s  in t h e  writing c l a s s e s .  
In Spr ing 1986, an  a t t e m p t  was made t o  t r a i n  t u t o r s .  T u t o r s  
w e r e  r equ i r ed  to  r e a d  R o g e r  Garr ison 's  (1974) n In6 t ruc to r ' s  
Manual~One-to-One* and w e r e  encouraged to  u s e  a quick con fe r ence  
approach.  I n s t ead  of a grammar check l i s t ,  t h e y  w e r e  t o  u s e  a 
p r i o r i t y  list of concerna;  t h a t  is, they  w e r e  t o  first a d d r e s s  
problems with c o n t e n t ,  audience  and organ iza t ion  b e f o r e  moving on 
t o  grammar and mechanics. T u t o r s  did n o t  m e e t  on  a r e g u l a r  
b a s i s  for t r a i n i n g ~ t h e y  w e r e  provided with t h e  model and w e r e  
v i r t u a l l y  on t h e i r  own. I t  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h e n  t h a t ,  in  
gene ra l ,  t h e  t u t o r s  cont inued to  e d i t  papers .  The Writing Lab 
R e p o r t ~ S p r i n g  1986 (Fujimoto, 1986) made a s t r o n g  recommendation 
for a m o r e  formal t u t o r  t r a i n i n g  program, e spec i a l l y  s i n c e  t h e  
Writing Lab depends  on unde rg radua t e  and g r a d u a t e  volunteerm who 
gene ra l l y  have  had no  p rev ious  expe r i ence  with t h e  procesm 
approach to  writing. 
I t  was t h u s  decided t h a t  an  exper imenta l  framework would b e  
set up in Fa l l  1986 t o  teat t w o  d i f f e r e n t  t r a i n i n g  program6 t o  
i n v e s t i g a t e  whether t r a in ing  would b e  e f f e c t i v e  and what t y p e  of 
t r a in ing  would b e  m o r e  beneficial .  Ideal ly  t h e  experiment should 
also i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  e f f e c t s  of d i f f e r e n t  t u t o r i n g  approaches  on 
s t u d e n t  learning;  however, t h i s  i a  beyond t h e  s cope  of t h e  
p r e s e n t  s tudy.  
Since t h e  Writing Lab i s  spec i f i ca l ly  deaigned t o  s e r v e  non- 
n a t i v e  s p e a k e r s  of English, t h e  ques t i on  a r o s e  a s  t o  whether t h e  
t r a in ing  should be  d i r e c t e d  t o  t u t o r i n g  ESL wr i t e r s ?  Not enough 
r e s e a r c h  h a s  been done on ESL w r i t e r s  to  determine a program of 
t r a in ing  d i s t i n c t l y  f o r  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  group. Second language 
remearch l a g s  cons iderab ly  behind f i r s t  language r e s e a r c h  on t h e  
composing process ;  however, a  s t a r t  h a s  been made. Research on 
ESL w r i t e r s  (Zamel 1982, 1983, Raimes 1985) Ind i ca t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  
a r e  more s imi l a r i t i e s  t han  d i f f e r e n c e s  between f i r s t  language and 
second language w r i t e r s ,  and a s  y e t  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  evidence to  
s u p p o r t  t h e  need tor  d i f f e r e n t  t r e a t m e n t  f o r  t h e  ESL wr i te r .  I t  
i a  assumed then  t h a t  t u t o r i n g  t h a t  s u p p o r t s  t h e  p r o c e s s  approach 
t o  writing should b e n e f i t  t h e  non-native s p e a k e r  j u s t  a s  i t  
should t h e  na t i ve  speaker .  The t r a in ing  programs t h a t  w e r e  
developed f o r  t h e  experiment w e r e  made with t h e  ESL w r i t e r  in 
mind, b u t  t h e y  could c e r t a i n l y  b e  used when working with f i r s t  
language w r i t e r s  a s  w e l l .  
TUTOR TRAINING A N D  PEER TUTORING 
Much of t h e  r e c e n t  l i t e r a t u r e  on t h e  t u t o r i n g  of writing 
a t t e m p t s  t o  r e f l e c t  a  p rocess- or ien ted  approach.  North (1982) 
de f ine s  t u t o r i n g  in  wri t ing a s  *simply, i n t e rven t ion  in  t h e  
composing process."  (p. 434) H e  claims t h a t  a  good t u t o r  
t r a i n i n g  c o u r s e  should be based  on t h e  p r inc ip l e s  t h a t  "Tutor ia l s  
must t a k e  t h e i r  s h a p e  from where t h e  w r i t e r  'is' in t h e  composing 
p roces s .  The t u t o r ' s  job i s  to  find t h a t  place,  t h e n  r e a c t  
accordingly," (p. 435) and t h a t  "The b e s t  t u t o r i a l s  a r e  t h o s e  
which l e ed / encou~age /p rompt  t h e  w r i t e r  t o  engage in or reflect on 
composing." (p.536) Writing t u t o r s  should  n o t  simply e d i t  
s t u d e n t  writing; i n s t e a d  t h e y  must b e  " l i s t e n e r s  and r e a d e r s  
t r a i n e d  t o  o f f e r  responses t h a t  keep  w r i t e r s  moving. . . . our  
job I s  to produce  better w r i t e r s ,  n o t  j u s t  better writing." 
(p. 439) 
Coll ins (1982), vho u s e s  t h e  wri t ing l a b o r a t o r y  to  t r a i n  
wri t ing t e a c h e r s ,  a l s o  stresses t h a t  in  t h e  t u t o r i a l  t h e  s t u d e n t  
w r i t e r s  c a n  " s h a r e  t h e  wri t ing p r o c e s s  with t e a c h e r s  who a c t  a s  
a u t h e n t i c  and helpful  audiences." (p. 427) In h i s  t r a in ing  
c o u r s e  t e a c h e r s  worked in t h e  wri t ing l a b o r a t o r y  a s  p a r t  of t h e i r  
t r a i n i n g  and w e r e  r equ i red  to d o  much writ ing themselves. In 
t h i s  way, s t u d e n t  needs  became ve ry  obvious, and t e a c h e r s  became 
m o r e  s e n s i t i v e  t o  s t u d e n t s  and t h e i r  own role in  t h e  writing 
p roces s .  
Since  t h e  Universi ty of Havaii's Writing Lab depends  on 
t u t o r s  who a r e  unde rg radua t e  and g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t s  of equivalent  
s t a t u s  t o  t h e i r  t u t e e s ,  i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a peer- tu to r ing  
program. Bru l l ee  (1980, 1984), a  well-known advoca t e  of 
c o l l a b o r a t i v e  learning,  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t s  t h e  pee r- tu to r i a l ,  
claiming t h a t  i t  is a  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  means. H e  
mta tea  t h a t  pee r  t u t o r i n g  u t i l i z e s  t h e  powerful educa t i ve  force 
of pee r  inf luence which is gene ra l l y  ignored by t r a d i t i o n a l  
education.  H e  f e e l s  t h e  best way t o  t r a i n  p e e r  t u t o r s  is to  have  
them e n r o l l  in a  composition c o u r s e  f o r  c r e d i t  such  t h a t  t h e y  
w i l l  s h a r e  similar expe r i ences  with t h e i r  t u t e e s ,  and h e  a l s o  
s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  key to  a  good t u t o r  t r a in ing  c o u r s e  is t o  
p r a c t i c e  p e e r  c r i t i c i s m .  This, in h i s  opinion, t r a i n s  t u t o r s  in 
reading,  eva lua t ing  and commenting on writing. I t  a l s o  i n c r e a s e s  
t h e  t u t o r s '  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  t u t e e ' s  thinking and i n c r e a s e s  t h e i r  
ab i l i t y  to  work co l labora t ive ly .  
Hawkins (1980) a l s o  s u p p o r t s  t h e  u s e  of p e e r  t u t o r s ,  
r e p o r t i n g  t h a t  p e e r  t u t o r s  " feel  t h a t  t hey  a r e  providing a  v i t a l  
l ink in  t h e  writing p roces s ,  a  l ink between w r i t e r  and audience 
which is o f t e n  missing when s t u d e n t s  w r i t e  only for teachers ."  
(p. 64) Unlike t h e  o f t e n  overburdened t e a c h e r ,  a  p e e r  t u t o r  c an  
d e v o t e  m o r e  t i m e  t o  t a l k  with t h e  t u t e e  and "uses  informal 
congenial  dialogue to  guide s t u d e n t a  th rough  t h e  wri t ing p roces s ,  
f r o m  pre-writing t o  rev i s ion  to  editing." (p.67) Hawkins a l s o  
s t a t e s  t h a t  " the  t u t o r i n g  c o n t r a c t  is produc t ive  because  t h e r e  is 
a  r e c i p r o c a l  r e l a t i onsh ip  between equals ,  a  sha r ing  in t h e  work 
of t h e  sys tem . . . " (p.66) 
Arfken (1984) a g r e e s  and s a y s  "Peer t u t o r i n g  la e spec i a l l y  
e f f e c t i v e  because  i t  c r e a t e s  a  personal ized l ea rn ing  s i t u a t i o n  
f o r  s t u d e n t s  who o f t e n  f e e l  anonymous in  c lassrooms with 
i nc r ea sed  s t u d e n t - t e a c h e r  rat ios. .  (p.111) Beck (1978) claima 
"If beginning w r i t e r s  a r e  t o  see writing a s  a  r e a l  means of 
communicating, i t  s e e m s  log ica l  t h a t  t h e y  begin with t h o s e  who 
will be m o s t  unders tanding of t h e i r  words and i d e a s  and moat 
s u p p o r t i v e  of t h e i r  a t t e m p t s  to  p u t  them together .*  (p.439) 
Beck a l s o  r e p o r t s  t h a t  a n  informal pol l  of t u t e e s  a t  h e r  
two-year community co l l ege  showed, " t h e  overwhelming majori ty 
p r e f e r r e d  s t u d e n t - t u t o r s  t o  f a c u l t y- t u t o r s .  A pol l  of c lassroom 
t e a c h e r s  indicated a s  much improvement in t h e  wri t ing of s t u d e n t s  
t u t o r e d  by p e e r s  a s  t h o s e  t u t o r e d  by faculty."  (p. 439) There  is 
evidence t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  claim t h a t  p e e r s  c a n  b e  j u s t  a s  e f f e c t i v e  
a s  t e a c h e r s .  A r e s e a r c h  s t u d y  in  t w o  un ivers i ty- leve l  ESL 
writ ing c lass rooms  (Chaudron, 1984) r evea l ed  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  who 
rece ived  p e e r  feedback made t h e  same amount of improvement in 
t h e i r  wri t ing a s  t h e  s t u d e n t s  who rece ived  t e a c h e r  feedback.  
Thus, p e e r  t u t o r i n g  is becoming inc reas ing ly  popular  a t  t h e  
c o l l e g e  level .  The a d v o c a t e s  of p e e r  t u t o r i n g ,  however, a l l  
po in t  o u t  t h a t  t u t o r  t r a in ing  la abso lu t e ly  e s s e n t i a l .  Cobb and 
El ledge (1984) s t a t e  t h a t  t h e  t r a i n i n g  of p e e r  t u t o r s  should 
deve lop  knowledge, g ive  ins ight ,  make t u t o r s  aware  of va r ious  
helping s t y l e s ,  and provide  p r a c t i c e  in  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a s p e c t s  of 
t u t o r i n g .  Podis  (1980) emphasizes t h a t  i t  should  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  
importance of a f f e c t i v e  a s  w e l l  as cogni t ive  sk i l l a .  
Many of t h o s e  wri t ing on t u t o r  t r a i n i n g  and t u t o r  
c o n f e r e n c e s  a l s o  make t h i s  d i s t i nc t i on  between a f f e c t i v e  and 
cogn i t i ve  components of t u t o r i n g  (see Coll ins 1982, Clark  1985). 
A m  Collin6 aaya,  w e  a r e  n o t  only concerned  with "what to  say*  b u t  
a l s o  "how to  s a y  it." (p.431) S ince  t w o  d i f f e r e n t  t r a i n i n g  
programs had t o  b e  developed f o r  t h e  experiment,  i t  was decided 
t h a t  one  would c o n c e n t r a t e  on *what t o  say m- - the c o n t e n t  of 
t u t o r i n g ,  while t h e  o t h e r  would f o c u s  on "how to  s a y  i t m- - the  
s t y l e  of t u to r ing .  
A review of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  shows t h a t  none of t h e  t u t o r  
t r a in ing  programs reviewed haa  been empirical ly t e s t e d ,  and t h e y  
a r e  seldom based on t h e o r e t i c a l  frameworks. Ins tead ,  t h e y  a r e  
gene ra l l y  t h e  r e s u l t  of p r a c t i c a l  expe r i ence  in working with 
t u t o r s  and s t u d e n t s .  Many c o n s i s t  so l e ly  of p r a c t i c a l  advice, 
pe r sona l  exper iences ,  and a de sc r ip t i on  of what t r a in ing  should 
include. N o  doubt  t h i s  pauci ty  of r e s e a r c h  on t u t o r i n g  i s  due  
bo th  to  t h e  tendency to view t u t o r i n g  a s  simply an  ad junc t  to  
teaching,  and t o  t h e  g e n e r a l  assumption t h a t  anyone who knows a 
s u b j e c t  c an  t u t o r  a s t u d e n t  who needs  he lp  in t h a t  a r ea .  
In addit ion,  only r e c e n t l y  h a s  t h e  awareness  a r i s e n  t h a t  t h e  
v r i t i n g  c e n t e r  i e  a  valuable  p l ace  f o r  r e s e a r c h .  Freedman (1981) 
n o t e s  t h a t  much c a n  b e  l e a rned  abou t  writing and t h e  writing 
p r o c e s s  by conducting r e s e a r c h  in  t h e  wri t ing c e n t e r .  Kail and 
Allen (1982) give  advice  on doing r e s e a r c h  in  wri t ing l ab6  and 
s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  key p o i n t s  to  r e s e a r c h  a r e  "simplicity" and 
wintegra t ion.n  North (1984) d i s ag ree s ,  s t a t i n g  t h a t  r e s e a r c h  
must b e  r i go rous  and, aa a r e s u l t ,  c anno t  avoid being d i f f i cu l t ,  
time-consuming and expensive. H e  a r g u e s  t h a t  s i n c e  writing 
c e n t e r s  a r e  "gaining some measure of p ro fe s s iona l  s t ab i l i t y , "  
(p.26) t h e y  must begin t o  test t h e  assumptions on which t h e y  
o p e r a t e .  
So f a r ,  few have t aken  up t h i s  c a l l  f o r  r e s e a r c h .  However, 
t h e r e  i s  one  a tudy  t h a t  h a s  a t t emp ted  t o  measure t h e  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of a  t u t o r  t r a in ing  program (Williams, 1980a). 
This  program w a s  d i r e c t e d  t o  t u t o r a  who worked with s t u d e n t s  o v e r  
t h e  t e lephone  and who t u t o r e d  in a l l  s u b j e c t  a r e a s ,  n o t  j u s t  in 
writing. Williams s t a t e s  t h a t  t u t o r i n g  s k i l l s  c an  b e  broken down 
i n t o  t h r e e  components: a )  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s ,  b> c o n t e n t  
s k i l l s ,  and c) teach ing  sk i l l a .  She t h u s  c h o s e  to  f o c u s  on 
i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  and developed a  t r a in ing  program based on a  
de t a i l ed  model de l inea t ing  seven  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  within a  
problem-solving framework. 
While Williams claims t h a t  t h e  t r a in ing  was e f f e c t i v e  in 
producing i n c r e a s e s  in i n t e r p e r s o n a l  behavior  on ind ices  
t a r g e t e d  in  t h e  t r a in ing ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  n o t  empirical ly 
s ign i f i can t .  The s t u d y  had s e v e r a l  methodological weaknesses.  
F i r s t ,  a l though a  c o n t r o l  g roup  was mentioned in  t h e  de sc r ip t i on  
of t h e  design,  i t  wag n e v e r  a c t u a l l y  compared with t h e  t r e a t m e n t  
group. Thus, claims of e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  t r a in ing  w e r e  s o l e l y  
based on changes  in t h e  t u t o r i n g  behavior  of f i ve  t u t o r s  o v e r  a  
per iod of t h r e e  months. Second, i t  was n o t  c l e a r  what c r i t e r i a  
w e r e  used t o  claim e f f ec t i venes s .  On one  measure t w o  t u t o r s ,  of 
a  t o t a l  of f ive,  a c t u a l l y  became weaker, y e t  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  
claims a  pos i t i ve  r e s u l t  f o r  t h a t  measure. Third, t h e  s c a l e s  
used t o  r a t e  t u t o r s  on t h e i r  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  funct ioning and 
cogni t ive  l e v e l  of funct ioning w e r e  complex, and, a s  Williams! 
mentioned h e r s e l f ,  t h e s e  demand highly t r a i n e d  r a t e r s .  The re  is 
no d i scuss ion  of t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  and va l id i ty  of t h e s e  s c a l e s ,  of 
how many r a t e r s  w e r e  used, or who t h e  r a t e r s  w e r e .  Four th ,  t h e  
s t u d y  o f t e n  used p e r c e n t a g e s  t o  r e p o r t  i t s  findings. This  was 
very  misleading s i n c e  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e s  i n f l a t ed  t h e  va lue s  
considerably .  
Despite i t s  weaknesses, t h e  s tudy ' s  approach f o r  t h e  
t ra in ing  of t u t o r s  held poss ib i l i t i es  f o r  one  t ra in ing  program 
f o r  t h e  Writing Lab. A n  examination of t h e  de t a i l ed  explanation 
of t h e  model IWilliama 1980b) showed t h a t  i t  could f i t  t h e  
t u t o r i n g  of writing, al though modifications would b e  necessary .  
In te rpersona l  s k i l l s  t ra in ing  focuses  on t h e  s t y l e  of 
t u t o r i n g ~ w h a t  Collins 41982) r e f e r s  t o  a s  "how t o  s a y  it .* 
Since t h e r e  was no comparable s t u d y  on a t ra in ing  program which 
emphasized "what t o  say* during tu to r ing ,  i t  was decided t h a t  
Roger Garrison's  one-to-one conference  approach could b e  used a s  
t h e  bas i s  f o r  t h e  second t ra in ing  program. Although h i s  approach 
i s  intended f o r  t e a c h e r s  in t h e  writing classroom, i t  could a l s o  
be modified t o  f i t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  in t h e  Writing Lab. Many 
writing profess iona ls  (Bur t  and Kiparsky 1972, Carnicell i  1979, 
Podis 1980, Collins 1982, Sommers 1982, Bannister-Wills 1984) 
po in t  o u t  t h a t  t e a c h e r s / t u t o r s  must n o t  dea l  with many d i f f e r e n t  
problems a t  once, bu t  should have p r i o r i t i e s  on what t o  f o c u s  on 
dur ing a  conference.  Since a c l e a r  l i s t  of p r i o r i t i e s  i s  
p r e sen ted  in Garrison's  model, i t  was q u i t e  s u i t a b l e  a s  t h e  b a s i s  
f o r  t h e  second t ra in ing  program. 
DESCRIPTION OF THE TRAINING PROGRAHS 
Training 1: I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Communication Sk i l l s  Model 
The model used by Williams (1980) s p e c i f i e s  aeven 
communication s k i l l s  which a r e  p a r t  of a  t h r e e- p h a s e  problem- 
solving sequence  moving from 1) "exploring t h e  S i tua t ion ,  t o  2) 
unders tanding t h e  Causes  or reasons ,  t o  3) developing a  Direct ion 
o r  c o u r s e  of action." The seven  s k i l l s  a r e  divided i n t o  t w o  
s k i l l  domains: "communicating an  unders tanding of t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  
p e r s p e c t i v e  ICUI and communicating your  ( t h e  t u t o r ' s )  own 
p e r s p e c t i v e  ICPl.* The seven  s k i l l s  a r e  a s  follows: 
cu: 
1) communicating i n t e r e s t  in t h e  s t u d e n t  a s  a  pe rson  ICII 
2 )  asking f a c i l i t a t i v e  q u e s t i o n s  IF01 
3) r e f l e c t i n g  t h e  c o n t e n t  of t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  v e r b a l  message a n d / o r  
f ee l i ngs  tR1 
CP: 
4) genuinely exp re s s ing  fee l ing8  about  t h e  s t u d e n t  EG3 
5 )  disc los ing  pe r sona l  expe r i ences  or t h e  expe r i ences  of o t h e r s  
IE-Dl 
6) providing d e s c r i p t i v e  feedback IDFI 
7 )  conf ron t ing  c o n s t r u c t i v e l y  with behaviora l  d i s c r epanc i e s  [CI 
The model p r e s e n t e d  is need less ly  complicated with too many 
ind ica t ions  of poss ib le  sequencing and t h e  confus ing u s e  of 
i n i t i a l s  <CU, CP, FO, E-D, etc.), which a r e d i f f i c u l t  t o  
remember. If t h e  model i t a e l f  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  follow, t h e  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  t r a in ing  la a l r eady  hindered.  Thus, t h e  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  model was r ev i s ed  t o  t h e  following; 
4. Rmmpond 4. 4. 
5. Share 5. 5. 
6. b r i b w  6. 6. 
7 .  Commtrwtive 7 .  7 .  
orit ioin 
-- 
Of key importan- i m  t h e  dtmtination b o t v w n  t h e  wtudent'm 
mnd t h e  tutor 'm p rmpea t ive .  The t u t o r  mumt mlvmym t r y  to get 
t h e  mtudent*m p r m p e a t i v e  Z i r m t ,  and t h e  model r-uir- mdherenae 
to thm order 1 to 3. 
1) The t u t o r  mhould communicmte mn interemt  tn t h e  mtudent, 
thmt im,  emtmblimh rmpport. 
2) The t u t o r  mhould mmk fmctlttmtive qwmtionm, avoiding 
yem/no, one-mnmwer or rhetor icml  quemtionm. 
3) The t u t o r  mhould refl-t  back or prmphrmme whet t h e  
mtudont hmm m m i d  mm l vmy t o  check her/him undermtmndjng mnd mm l 
wmy to  mhov m/he hmm undermtood t h e  wtudent. 
Only m Z t e r  gaining t h e  mtudent'm p e r m w t j v e  mhould t h e  
t u t o r  mhift to  e x p r e n i n g  her/him w r m w t i v e .  Sktllm 4 to 7 mmy 
be u m d  in mny n q u e n o e  and n o t  011 of them have  t o  be umod. 
43 The t u t o r  may rempond to t h e  mtudent and /o r  t h e  v r i t i ng  
by exprewmtng mubjootive Zwlingm. 
5 )  The t u t o r  may share3 pe r sona l  expe r i encee  or t h e  
expe r i ences  of o t h e r s  t h a t  a r e  r e l e v a n t  to  t h e  d iscuss ion.  
6) The t u t o r  may g ive  o b j e c t i v e  feedback,  desc r ib ing  what 
t h e  s t u d e n t  h a s  wr i t t en  or amid. 
7 )  The t u t o r  may g ive  c o n s t r u c t i v e  c r i t i c i sm  and give  
spec i f i c  sugges t i ons  f o r  how t o  improve. 
The t u t o r i n g  s e s s i o n  should b e  cons idered  a  problem-solving 
p r o c e s s  where diSCUS6iOn begins  with a )  exp lo ra t i on  of t h e  
6 i tuat ion.  moves t o  b) iden t i f i ca t ion  of t h e  cause ,  and e n d s  with 
c) t h e  development of a  d i r ec t i on  t o  s o l v e  t h e  problemta!). In 
each  phase  t h e  s even  s k i l l s  a re  r w y c l e d .  
In a  t u t o r i n g  seaaion,  t h e  goa l  i s  to  have  t u t o r s  respond to  
s t u d e n t  writing in such  a way t h a t  t h e  p r o c e s s  of wri t ing i s  
= t r e s s e d  r a t h e r  t han  t h e  f i na l  product .  Editing a  s t u d e n t ' s  
pape r  is an  example of a m o r e  p roduc t- or ien ted  approach.  
Engaging t h e  s t u d e n t  in a discuseion a b o u t  t h e  wri t ing and 
responding a s  a r e a d e r  r a t h e r  t h a n  a judge or t e a c h e r  i s  an 
example of a m o r e  procesis-oriented approach.  The model, if 
p roper ly  used,  follows t h e  l a t t e r  approach.  
To stress t h e  need t o  always begin from t h e  student's 
viewpoint, an  a r t i c l e  by Flower (1979) wae Used to supplement t h e  
model. She shows how helping s t u d e n t s  to  improve t h e i r  wri t ing 
i s  n o t  a m a t t e r  of c o r r e c t i n g  errors b u t  of helping t o  
wt rans formm writer- based p r o s e  ( t h e  w r i t e r ' s  p r i v a t e  t h o u g h t s  
which have  n o t  t a k e n  t h e  audience  i n t o  accoun t )  t o  reader- based 
p r o s e  twriting which i s  public t hough t  u n d e r ~ t a n d a b l e  to  a  
reader ) .  An example of a  poor composition, accompanied by a 
t r a n e c r i p t  of t h e  s t u d e n t  composing aloud (Ereinnon and Xnoblach 
1984), was a l s o  included t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h a t  t h e  conclus ions  one  
might make on t h e  baa i s  of t h e  composition a lone  may, in f a c t ,  be  
f a r  off t h e  mark. An unders tanding of t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  t hough t s  and 
in tent ion* c a n  be  enl ightening and can  tremendously a id  t h e  t u t o r  
in h i d h e r  work. By encouraging t u t o r s  t o  g e t  t h e  s t u d e n t s  t o  
t a l k  in o r d e r  t o  gain t h e i r  pe rspec t ive ,  t h e  model p r e s e n t s  a  
ueeful  approach f o r  t u t o r s  and s t u d e n t s  t o  work co l labora t ive ly  
towards  t ransforming writer- based p r o s e  t o  reader- based  prose .  
Other  supplementary mate r ia l s  included Murray (1979), which 
g i v e s  a ve ry  good example of how a  t e a c h e r  use= t h e  writing 
p r o c e s s  in h i s  confe rences ,  and a  pe r sona l  c h e c k l i s t  of t u t o r i n g  
s k i l l s  t a k e n  from Clark (1983) who adap ted  i t  from Hewkins 
(1978). In many of i t e  point=, t h i s  c h e c k l i s t  conforms w e l l  t o  
t h e  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  communication s k i l l s  model of Training 1. The 
model and a l l  t h e  read ings ,  then,  stress above a l l  t h e  "waya t h e  
t u t o r  communicates with t h e  e tuden t .  
Training 2: Garr ison 's  node1 of t h e  One-to-one Conference 
Garr ison (1974) claims t h a t  t h e  b e s t  way t o  t e a c h  writing is 
t o  have  one- to-one con fe r ences  with t e a c h e r  and s t u d e n t .  Wri ters  
need r e a d e r- e d i t o r s  who respond t o  t h e  wri t lng a s  t h e  writing i s  
going on, n o t  a f t e r  i t  h a s  been handed in. Exercise=,  grammar 
d r i l l s ,  or l e c t u r e s  on writing, h e  a e s e r t a ,  are inef fec t ive .  
Learning t o  wr i t e  i s  a  hands-on ac t i v i t y- - s tuden t s  should be  
writing, n o t  l i s t en ing  to  someone t a l k  abou t  how to  w r i t e  or 
analyzing someone else's writing. 
Garr ison s u g g e s t s  responding t o  "problems o n e  set a t  a  
t i m e , *  n o t  t r e a t i n g  "a l l  t h e  problems t h a t  may e x i s t  in  a  p iece  
of writing.* tp. 3) H e  t h u s  p roposes  a p r i o r i t y  list of what to  
focua  on, beginning with m o r e  g loba l  i s s u e s  and working down t o  
m o r e  s p e c i f i c  problems. H e  suggest*: 
1) idea  or subject- -deciding whet t o  w r i t e  a b o u t  i s  t h e  
f i r s t  s t e p  in writing. 
2) conten t- - unt i l  t h e  s t u d e n t  ha6 c o n t e n t  t h a t  ie c o n c r e t e  
and c l e a r ,  t h e r e  is no  s e n s e  going on to o t h e r  problems. 
3) po in t  of view--what is t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  po in t  of view and 
who is t h e  audience? 
4) organizat ion- - is  t h e r e  e c l e a r  log ica l  sequence? 
5)  sentence*- - at tent ion is now paid t o  grammatical 
mt ruc ture .  
6) dic t ion- - the  focu* is on refinement: word choice,  
spel l ing,  t one ,  and s e n t e n c e  cadences .  
Garr ison s t r e s se s- - *one  problem a t  a  t i m e ,  and t h e  moat 
important  problem f i r s t .  . . . I t  t a k e s  c o n s t a n t  a l e r t n e s s  and 
r e a l  cou rage  ( l i t e r a l l y )  n o t  to  check,  circle, or under l ine  
grammatical o r  spe l l ing  errors. . .* 4p.8) H e  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  
weaknes6 and error a r e  e a s y  t o  ident i fy ,  and w e  have  mistskenly 
focused  on t h e s e ,  60 when f i r s t  reading a e t u d e n t ' s  paper  look 
for Etrength--any s t r e n g t h ,  even if i t  is only a p h r a s e  o r  
s en t ence .  H e  muggests  beginning with questions? such  a . ~  *What a r e  
you t r y i n g  t o  tell m e  here?* *How d o e s  t h i e  s t a t e m e n t  follow t h e  
o n e  before?* *I l i k e  t h i s  .short example--what m o r e  d o  you want to  
s a y  about  i t?*  The s t u d e n t  should be given t w o  or t h r e e  spec i f i c  
suggee t i ons  about  what t o  d o  and t h e n  t h e  work should M t u rned  
back to  himjher. Whenever p o s ~ i b l e ,  t h e  s t u d e n t  .should be  l ed  to  
become h i s / h e r  own c r i t i c / e d i t o r .  
Garr ison also no t e6  t h a t  * t h e  qua l i t y  of t i m e  =pen t  is m o r e  
impor tant  t h a n  durat ion.  L e a r n e r s  p r o f i t  m o s t  from i n t e n ~ i t y .  
This  i s  an  important  l ea rn ing  pr inciple ,  and i t  i s  too o f t e n  
ignored.* tp.2) -There is no  time f o r  ch i t- cha t .  You must r e a d  
rapidly ,  diagnose swift ly,  make s u g g e ~ t i o n s  exp l i c i t l y  and 
quickly.' (p.7) Thus, time management i s  impor tant  in h i s  
approach.  
G9rr i .S0nD~ one- to-one approach i s  in tended f o r  t h e  clas6room 
t e a c h e r .  Unlike t h e  t e a c h e r ,  however, t h e  t u t o r  probably doe6 
n o t  know individual s t u d e n t s  w e l l ,  no r  will t h e  t u t o r  n e c e s s a r i l y  
work with t h e  6ame s t u d e n t  again. Diagnosing writ ing problems 
rapidly ,  t hen ,  may n o t  b e  a s  e a s y  f o r  t h e  t u t o r ;  on t h e  o t h e r  
hand, a t i g h t  time schedule  i s  n o t  a s  important  in t h e  t u t o r i a l  
s e t u p  a s  opposed to  using quick c o n f e r e n c e s  f o r  a whole 
classroom. Therefore ,  when using Garr ison 's  approach,  s o m e  
adap t a t i on  i s  neces sa ry  t o  e u i t  t h e  need6 of t h e  wri t ing c e n t e r .  
Carnicel l i  (1979) u t i l i z e6  Gorrison'e  approach,  modifying 
h i s  p r i o r i t y  l i s t  6omewhat. H e  d e a l s  with 1) c o n t e n t  ( idea6 and 
information), 2) point  of view ( p u r p o ~ e ,  persona,  audience),  3) 
organizat ion,  4) s t y l e  (d ic t ion and 6yntax)  and, f inal ly ,  S)  
mechanics (grammar and punctuat ion) .  The a r t i c l e  def ine6 t h e  
con fe r ence  method, p r e s e n t 6  a r a t i o n a l e  f o r  i t ,  d i scus6e6  t h e  
role of t h e  t e a c h e r ,  and p r e s e n t s  an  example of a good and a bad 
conference .  
Another a r t i c l e  r e l e v a n t  t o  G a r r i ~ o n ' s  model i s  by Sommera 
(1982), wh06e r e s e a r c h  on t h e  wr i t t en  commenting 6 t y l e 6  of 
t e a c h e r s  shows t h a t  ' t eachers '  comments can t a k e  s t u d e n t s '  
a t t e n t i o n  away from t h e i r  own purposes  in writing a p a r t i c u l a r  
t e x t  and focus  t h a t  a t t e n t i o n  on t h e  t e a c h e r s '  purpose  in 
commenting;* (p. 181) t h a t  la, t e a c h e r s  t e n d  t o  a p p r o p r i a t e  t h e  
s t u d e n t ' s  t e x t  t o  f i t  t h e i r  purposes  or conceptions.  Teachers '  
comments simultaneously dea l  with a wide r ange  of problem a r e a s ,  
t h u s  giving s t u d e n t s  d i f f e r e n t  and of tent imes c o n t r a d i c t o r y  
s i g n a l s  about  what t o  a t t e n d  to. S t u d e n t s  g e t  t h e  impression 
t h a t  spe l l ing  or grammar errors a r e  of equal  importance with 
problems in organizat ion or logic. They a l s o  g e t  confusing 
messages--6sometimes t h e i r  wr i t t en  t e x t  is t r e a t e d  a s  It i t  I s  6 
fixed, f in ished p iece  in need of edit ing,  y e t  a t  t h e  same t i m e  
t h e  s t u d e n t  is reques t ed  t o  develop, e l a b o r a t e  o r  make major 
modifications, meaning t h a t  t h e  t e x t  I s  n o t  f ixed b u t  still in a 
s ta te  of revision. Scanners implies t h a t  *a s c a l e  of concerns* is 
n e e d e d ~ t h a t  is, a p r i o r i t y  H a t  exac t ly  a s  Garr ison and 
Carnlcell i  recommend. 
Another finding of Sommers* r e s e a r c h  shows " t h a t  most 
t e a c h e r s '  comments a r e  n o t  t ex t- spec i f i c  and could be 
interchanged,  rubber-stamped, from t e x t  t o  text ."  fp. 162) Vague 
comments coupled with a l ack  of spec i f ic  sugges t ions  on how t o  
improve thwar t  t h e  s t u d e n t s '  p r o g r e s s  in writing. Again, l i k e  
Garrison and Carnicell i ,  Somwra po in t s  o u t  t h a t  r a t h e r  t han  
expect ing t o  find errors and then  c o r r e c t i n g  them, t e a c h e r s  need 
to  convince t h e  s t u d e n t s  t h a t  t h e i r  writing i s  no t  y e t  complete 
and f inal ,  and t e a c h e r s  must work on giving s t u d e n t s  more 
soph i s t i ca t ed  and s e n s i t i v e  comments f o r  revision.  
Garr ison 's  model, suppo r t ed  by Carnicel l i  and Sommers, forms 
t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  second t r a in ing  program. Ra the r  t h a n  focusing 
on "how* to  communicate with t h e  s t u d e n t ,  t h i s  t y p e  of t r a in ing  
d e a l s  with *what
g 
to  communicate t o  t h e  s t u d e n t .  
THE STUDY 
Purpose  
Since t h e  Writing Lab a t  t h e  Univers i ty  of Hawaii a t  Manoa 
needs  a t ra in ing  program f o r  i t s  vo lun t ee r  t u t o r s  and s i n c e  t h e r e  
are no s t u d i e s  on t h e  e f f e c t s  of t u t o r  t r a i n i n g  programs f o r  
writing, t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y  was under taken  in  o r d e r  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  
t h e  e f f e c t 6  of t r a in ing  on t u t o r  behavior  in t u t o r i n g  sess ions .  
One t ra in ing  program focused on i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  and t h e  
o t h e r  on Garr ison 's  one- to-one con fe r ence  approach.  
H v ~ o t h e s e s  
I t  w a s  hypothesized t h a t  t r a in ing  in  bo th  1) i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
s k i l l s  and 2) t h e  one- to-one con fe r ence  approach  will a f f e c t  
t u t o r  behavior dur ing t u t o r i n g  s e s s ions .  Four key p o i n t s  from 
each  t r a in ing  w e r e  s e l e c t e d  f o r  inves t iga t ion .  I t  w a a  pred i c t ed  
t h a t :  
1. Training in  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  will r e s u l t  in a n  i n c r e a s e  
in t h e  t u t o r ' s  wait-time lor s t u d e n t  r e sponses .  (This was 
d i r e c t l y  add re s sed  in t r a in ing  Ãˆ1. 
2. Training in  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  will r e s u l t  in  a  d e c r e a s e  in 
t h e  amount of t u t o r  t a l k  with a cor responding  i n c r e a s e  in t u t e e  
t a l k .  (This w a s  a l s o  d i r e c t l y  add re s sed  in t r a in ing  Ãˆ1. 
3. Training in i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  w i l l  r e s u l t  in  t u t o r s  
u t i l iz ing m o r e  open-ended ques t i ons  a s  opposed to  one-answer, 
ye s /no  and r h e t o r i c a l  ques t ions .  (This  was also d i r e c t l y  
a d d r e s s e d  in  t r a in ing  #I.) 
4. Training in i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  will r e s u l t  in t h e  
u t i l i z a t i on  of more p a r a p h r a s e s  by t h e  t u t o r  of what t h e  t u t e e  
ha= wr i t t en  and said.  (This  was a l s o  d i r e c t l y  a d d r e s s s e d  in 
t r a i n i n g  #I.) 
5. Training in  t h e  one- to-one con fe r ence  approach w i l l  r e s u l t  
in  an  i n c r e a s e  in t u t o r  u s e  of p r a i s e  f o r  t h e  t u t e e  and t h e  
writing. (In t r a in ing  #2, i t  was pointed o u t  t h a t  t u t o r s  must 
look for s t r e n g t h  of any kind and n o t  begin immediately 
with criticiszms.) 
6. Training in  t h e  one- to-one con fe r ence  approach will r e s u l t  in 
an i n c r e a s e  in t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  of c r i t i c a l  e v a l u a t i v e  s t a t e m e n t s  
made by t h e  t u t o r  of t h e  t u t e e ' s  writing. (Training #2 s t r e s s e d  
t h e  need for quick and a c c u r a t e  eva lua t ion  of t h e  t u t e e ' s  
writing.) 
7. Training in t h e  one- to-one con fe r ence  approach w i l l  r e s u l t  in  
t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  of m o r e  co l l abo ra t ed  r ev i s ions  made by t h e  t u t o r  
and t u t e e  and a correspondtng d e c r e a s e  in  c o r r e c t i o n s  made by t h e  
t u t o r .  (Training #2 s t r e s s e d  t h a t  ed i t i ng  was n o t  de s i r ab l e ,  and 
t h a t  t h e  tut-13 uhould h engaged in t h e  l e a rn ing  p rocess . )  
8. Training in  t h e  one- to-one con fe r ence  approach w i l l  r e s u l t  in  
t u t o r s  working f i r s t  on global  problem=--such a s  con t en t ,  
meaning, organizat ion,  and audience- -before dealing with l o c a l  
problems--such a s  grammar, word cho i ce  and mechanicu. (This was 







I T A  s u b i e c t s  d e 6 i a ~  In September 1986, t h e r e  w e r e  20 vo lun t ee r  t u t o r s  who 
I p a r t i c i p a t e d  in t h e  s tudy .  The re  w e r e  16 g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t s  and 
For  a l l  measure6 t h e  e f f e c t  w i l l  b e  g r e a t e r  f o r  t h e  t r a in ing  
g roup  in which t h e  key po in t  was d i r e c t l y  addressed ;  i t  w i l l  b e  
somewhat ev iden t  in t h e  o t h e r  t r e a t m e n t  group; and i t  w i l l  n o t  
=how any change in  t h e  c o n t r o l  group. 
METHOD 
f o u r  undergradua tes ,  of whom 16 w e r e  female and f o u r  w e r e  male. 
1 Four teen  w e r e  ESL maJor6 and t h e  o t h e r s  w e r e  from t h e  
I Departments 02 English and Education. The t u t o r s  ranged in  a g e s  from 22 to  SO, with 14 in t h e i r  206, t w o  in t h e i r  SOB, t h r e e  in  
I t h e i r  40s  and one aged 50. The o l d e r  t u t o r s  t ended  to  have  more 
t each ing  and t u t o r i n g  expe r i ence  t h a n  t h e  younger ones .  Many of 
I t h e  l a t t e r  had had no p rev ious  exper ience .  
I Three  t ra in ing  6ess ion6  w e r e  scheduled--two w e r e  t r e a t m e n t  g r o u p s  and one, t h e  c o n t r o l  group. The t u t o r s  s igned up for one 
I of t h e  t h r e e  t ra in ing  s e s s i o n s  without  knowing spec i f i ca l ly  which 
t r a i n i n g  t h e y  would receive .  They w e r e  t o l d  t h a t  t h e  Writing Lab 
1 was working on new t r a in ing  and eva lua t ion  method6, and t h u s  t hey  
w e r e  t o  be per iodical ly  audiotaped while t h e y  worked in t h e  
Writing Lab and w e r e  expec ted  t o  a t t e n d  t h e  t r a in ing  s e s s i o n s  
th roughout  t h e  m e m e s t e r  in t h e  same groups.  Two g r o u p s  had meven 
membere and one  g roup  had six.  During t h e  s e m e s t e r  one  t u t o r  
dropped o u t  of t h e  Writing Lab and one  t u t o r  changed to  a n o t h e r  
group,  t h u s  e l imha t ing  h e r  am a  p a r t i c i p a n t  in t h e  s tudy .  For  
t h e  a~tudy,  then,  t h e r e  w e r e  s i x  members in e a c h  group. 
P- 
Before  t ra in ing ,  each  t u t o r  #signed up to  t u t o r  a n  ELI 
s t u d e n t  f o r  30 minutes, and t h e s e  t u t o r i n g  6esmions w e r e  
audiotaped.  Two ELI wri t ing i n s t r u c t o r s  s e n t  t h e i r  s t u d e n t s  to  
work in  t h e  Writing Lab with pape re  r equ i r ed  f o r  t h e  ELI course .  
Each of t h e s e  t u t o r i n g  ~ e s s i o n s  was observed  by t h e  r e s e a r c h e r .  
These  i n i t i a l  audiotapings  took p l a c e  f r o m  September 5 t o  12, 
1986. 
The Writing Lab of f i c ia l ly  opened f o r  t h e  Fa l l  semester on 
September 15. T h e r e a f t e r ,  t h e  t u t o r 6  worked with bo th  ELI and 
non-EL1 e t u d e n t e  who had e i t h e r  dropped in  or made appointments.  
The t u t e e s  who w e r e  t u t o r e d  by t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  t h e  s t u d y  w e r e  
a l l  g r a d u a t e  and unde rg radue t e  non-native s p e a k e r s  of English. 
The majori ty of them w e r e  from Japan,  Korea, t h e  Philippines, 
Taiwan, t h e  People's Republic of China and Indonesia. (For m o r e  
information on t h e  Writing Lab's ope ra t i on  and t h e  s t u d e n t s  who 
u s e  i t ,  see Appendix C.) 
There  w e r e  t h r e e  t r a in ing  s e s s i o n s  and t h r e e  audiotapings 
made f o r  e ach  t u t o r .  The following is a t imetab le  showing t h e  
t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n s  and t h e  audiotaping8. 
September 5-22 Audiotaping # l  
September 12, 13, 16 Training semeion # l  
O c t o b e r  3, 5, 7 Training measion # 2  
October  15-29 Audiotaping #2 
November 7 ,  13, 15 Training s e s s i o n  # 3  
November 21-December 5 Audiotaping #3 
Attendance r a t e 6  f o r  t h e  t w o  t r e a t m e n t  g roups  w e r e  high-- 
t h e r e  was only o n e  absence  each  in t h e  l o s t  t r a in ing  semsion. 
Both of t h e s e  t u t o r s  had an  individual con fe r ence  with t h e  
t r a i n e r  t h e  week a f t e r  t h e  t ra in ing.  
Treatment  
A l l  t h e  g roups  rece ived  o n e  hour  of t r a i n i n g  on t h e  
prOCedurR6 and dai ly  ope ra t i on  of t h e  Writing Lab, and an a r t i c l e  
by Simard (1985) was d i s t r i bu t ed .  T h e r e a f t e r  t h e  t r a i n i n g s  w e r e  
d i f f e r e n t  for each  group. 
The t w o  t r e a t m e n t  g r o u p s  bo th  rece ived  t h r e e  two-hour 
t r a i n i n g s  p repared  and p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  r e s e a r c h e r .  (For d e t a i l s  
on t h e  t ra in ing,  see Appendix D.) The c o n t r o l  g r o u p  did n o t  
r e c e i v e  t ra in ing.  They w e r e  to  m e e t  t h r e e  t i m e s  for o n e  hour. 
The first meeting, 8s mentioned above, explained t h e  procedUre6 
f o r  t h e  Writing Lab; t h e  second was a  g e n e r a l  d i scuss ion  about  
t h e i r  expe r i ences  t u t o r i n g  in t h e  Lab, and t h e  l a s t  meeting was 
cance led  when only t w o  m e m b e r s  showed up. 
n e a s u r e s  
The f i r s t  twenty minutes of e ach  audiotaped t u t o r i n g  s e s s ion  
(54 t o t a l )  warn used f o r  t h e  analy6is.  Thia was decided s i n c e  t h e  
l eng th  of t h e  t u t o r i n g  seemlone ranged from 20 minutes t o  ove r  
o n e  hour, and i t  w e 6 1  n e c e s s a r y  t o  keep  t h e  t i m e  f rame f o r  each 
uniform. Generally, within t h e  first t e n  minutes of a  sess ion ,  
t h e  o v e r a l l  s t r a t e g y  and p a t t e r n  of t h e  t u t o r i n g  h a s  a l ready  been 
m e t ,  t h u s  making t h e  f i r s t  20 minute6 a s a t i s f a c t o r y  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  m a m p l e .  
A l l  t h e  audiotape6 w e r e  analyzed by t a l ly ing  according t o  
spec j f i c  c a t e g o r j e s ,  and, in addit ion,  18 aud io t apes  (2 m e m b e r s  x 
3 t u t o r i n g  s e s s i o n s  x 3 groups)  w e r e  analyzed in  d e t a i l  f o r  
measuree euch a s  w a i t - t i m e  and word6 p e r  t u rn .  The e ix  t u t o r e  
f o r  t h i s  ana ly s i s  w e r e  randomly s e l e c t e d .  The c a t e g o r i e s  and 
de3inl t ions  used f o r  coding a r e  de sc r ibed  below: 
1. Wait-time r e f e r s  t o  t h e  per iod of time between a tutor 'm 
ques t i on  or s t a t e m e n t  which r e q u i r e s  a r e s p o n s e  and t h e  t u t e e ' s  
r esponse .  A r e s p o n s e  i s  defined a s  a meaningful u t t e r a n c e ;  t hus ,  
sounds  s u c h  an  mmm, uhhh, and urn, would n o t  b e  cons idered  t h e  
beginning of a response .  Wait time was measured by a d i g i t a l  
s t o p  watch and was rounded off t o  t h e  n e a r e s t  half- second. 
Examples: T = t u t o r  S = s t u d e n t  
A. T: Um what d o  you mean by t h i s  firat .sentence? (5.5) 
S: Through t h e  in terview (1.5) yeah 1 could know 
8. T: D o e s  t h a t  make s ense?  (4.5) 
S: nmm (10.5) I don ' t  know 
In example A, t h e  wait-time is 5.5 seconds, and in example 8, i t  
is 15 seconds  (4.5 + 10.5). 
2. The amount & t u t o r - t u t e e  was meEEUr6?d in  t o t a l  words 
and by t h e  ave rage  l eng th  in  words of e ach  t u r n .  Turn r e f e r e  t o  
t h e  speech  of o n e  s p e a k e r  which 1- bounded by t h e  speech  of t h e  
o t h e r  speaker .  For  example: 
T: you can end t h e  mentence h e r e  ( - 5 )  and s t a r t  (1) 
S: 1 uh huh 1 
T: urn eome of my f r i e n d s  helped m e  (2) 
S: 1 Uh huh 1 
T: D o  you see why? (2.5) 
S: A s u b j e c t  (-5) 
T: You need t o  t a l k  abou t  t h e  same s u b j e c t  ( - 5 )  
In t h i s  example t h e  t u t o r  had t h r e e  t u r n s  and t h e  s t u d e n t  had t w o  
t u r n s .  
3. The ques t i ons  used by t u t o r s  w e r e  coded in  t h e  following way: 
a )  One-answer a u e s t i o n s  r e f e r  to  q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  r e q u i r e  only o n e  
word o r  p h r a s e  in  response ;  b) ye s /no  ques t i ons  r e f e r  to  t h o s e  
t h a t  r e q u i r e  a  y e s  or no response ;  c) r h e t o r i c a l  a u e s t i o n s  refer 
to  t h o s e  where no  r e s p o n s e  is expected;  d )  aues t i on  
funct ioning a=  comprehension and confirmation checks ,  refer to  
t h e  ins tance=  where t h e  t u t o r ,  within a t u r n ,  checks  if t h e  t u t e e  
u n d e r ~ t a n d a  o r  if s / h %  u n d e r s t a n d s  t h e  t u t e e ,  and d o e s  n o t  
re l inquish  t h e  t u r n .  Thus a  r e s p o n s e  from t h e  t u t e e  is n o t  
a c t u a l l y  being requ i red  f o r  t h e s e  ques t ions .  Generally, t h e s e  
took  t h e  form: okay? r i g h t ?  a l l  r i g h t ?  yeah? huh? ( T h e ~ e  w e r e  
t a l l i ed ,  however, t h e y  were n o t  used in t h e  analys is . )  e) 
ended a u e a t i o n e  refer t o  q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  d o  n o t  restrict t h e  
r e s p o n s e  e x c e p t  in t h a t  t h e y  r equ i r ed  m o r e  t h an  one  word or 
phrase .  F o r  example: 
A. One-mntswer quest ion:  S o  what word have  you l e f t  o u t  t h e r e ?  
B. Yes/no quest ion:  Have you e v e r  hea rd  t h a t  word? 
C. Rhetor ica l  quest ion:  Umm (2) how can  I explain? (1.5) I t ' s  
s imilar  to-- 
D. Quest ion tag--  
Comprehension check: Because it's an  adve rb  w e  would p u t  i t  
c l o s e r  t o  t h e  v e r b  (1) okay? (1) and 
t h e n  o v e r  h e r e  . . . 
Confirmation check: And now you're t a lk ing  abou t  t h e  
a tmosphere  4.5) r i g h t ?  (1) so t h a t  
means . . . 
E. Open-ended quest ion:  H o w  would you change t h a t 7  
4. P a r a ~ h r a ~ e s  r e f e r  t o  i n s t a n c e s  where t h e  t u t o r  r e s t a  ~tes vha 
t h e  t u t e e  h a s  wr i t t en  or sa id .  Simply r e p e a t i n g  what t h e  t u t e e  
h a s  s a id  would n o t  b e  cons idered  a pa r aph ra se .  
Example: So  h e r e  you're t a lk ing  a b o u t  t h e  t e a c h e r ' s  idea6 and 
t h e n  you ' re  saying h e r e  your  idea6 . . . 
5. P r a i s e  r e f e r s  t o  pos i t i ve  s t a t e m e n t s  made by t h e  t u t o r  of t h e  
s t u d e n t  or t h e  writing. 
Example: Okay your  idea6 a r e  r e a l l y  good. 
6. C r i t i c a l  eva lua t i ve  s t a t e m e n t s  refer to  s t a t e m e n t s  which 
po in t  o u t  weaknesses  in t h e  t u t e e ' e  writing. 
Example: Cuz to  t h e  r e a d e r  t h i s  i6 n o t  v e r y  c l e a r .  
7 .  Cor rec t i ons  r e f e r  to  i n s t a n c e s  where t h e  t u t o r  simply tells 
t h e  t u t e e  what to  change. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, co l l abo ra t ed  
r ev i s ions  refer t o  c a s e s  where t h e  t u t o r  and t u t e e  con-intly 
dec ide  upon changes.  In addit ion,  t h e r e  a r e  a l s o  modiflea 
c o r r e c t i o n s - - 1 n s t a n c e ~  where t h e  t u t o r  d o e s  n o t  d i r e c t l y  correct 
b u t  d e l i b e r a t e l y  c o n s t r a i n s  t h e  choiceta of t h e  t u t e e  t o  e n s u r e  
t h e  t u t o r ' s  expec ted  response .  
Examples% 
A. Cor rec t ion :  W e ' r e  n o t  going t o  u s e  t h a t  little article t h e r e  
w e ' l l  cross o u t  t h a t  erticle t h e r e .  
Modified c o r r e c t i o n :  
T: S o  which would you wr i t e?  I don' t  have  any t o  w r i t e  
abou t?  or t o  w r i t e  t o ?  
S: To w r i t e  to. 
Col labora ted  revis ion:  
T: So how could you make t h a t  c l e a r ?  (1.5) 
S: In my c a s e  t h e y  c a m e  a t  8:lS? 
T: Yeah you could  s a y  t h a t .  
8. The p r i o r i t y  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  l i s t  of c o n c e r n s  which 
Gar r i son  (1974) recommends t h a t  t e a c h e r s  ( t u t o r s )  follow dur ing  
t u t o r i n g  sestaions. In a s s e s s i n g  t u t o r  conformance t o  t h i s  
p r i o r i t y  list, t o p i c s  c o v e r e d  dur ing  t u t o r i n g  s e s s i o n s  w e r e  coded 
us ing  t h e  following l eve l s :  
1) ideas and c o n t e n t  
2) aud ience  
3) o r g a n i z a t i o n  
4)  p a r a g r a p h  l e v e l  meaning 
S) a e n t e n c e  l e v e l  meaning a n d / o r  word c h o i c e  
6 )  grammar and mechanics 
By examining t h e  r e s u l t i n g  l i s t ,  i t  w a s  g e n e r a l l y  pose ih le  t o  
p l a c e  a t u t o r i n g  s e e s i o n  i n t o  o n e  of t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s :  A )  Y e s - -  
t h e  t u t o r  conformed to  t h e  p r i o r i t y  list; B) No--the t u t o r  did 
n o t  conform t o  t h e  p r i o r i t y  list; and C)  Yes/No--the t u t o r  
p a r t i a l l y  conformed t o  t h e  p r i o r i t y  list. In t h e  following 
example6 only a  po r t i on  of t h e  a c t u a l  t r a n s c r i p t s  a r e  given. 
I 
Type A: 1 
(Tutor  r e a d s  t h e  pape r  and paraphrames p a r t s  of it.) 
T: So t h i s  i6 your  conclusion t h e n  (-5) 
This  i6 your  summery t h i s  i m  your  i n t roduc t i on  
and t h e s e  a r e  your  developing p a r a g r a p h s  . . . 
Okay 60 in form your  pape r  is v e r y  good . . . 
Okay now t h e  only th ing  t h a t  I can  s a y  r i g h t  now 
is t h a t  grammatically you have  s o m e  errors . . . 
I 
Okay h e r e  d o  you mean t o  s a y  o n e  hundred y e a r s  ago? ... 1 
This  t u t o r i n g  s e s s i o n  rece ived  t h e  following coding: 
1 / 1 / 1 / 1 / 3 / 6 / 5 / S / 6 / 6 e t a .  = Y E S  
Type B: 
T: Okay (4) What a r e  your  main conce rns?  (1) 
S: Uhh che- check 
T: g o  th rough  t h e  grammar . . . 
Okay ( r e a d s  t h e  f i r s t  pa ragraph)  
Okay w e  need t o  d o  something with t h i s  r i g h t  h e r e  
This  is n o t  n e c e s s a r y  (no a r t i c l e )  . . . 
This t u t o r i n g  seemion rece ived  t h e  following coding: 
1 / 6 / 6 / 6 / 4 / 5 / 5 / 6 / 6  etc. = NO 
Type C: 
(Tu tor  a s k s  abou t  t h e  assignment.) 
T: . . . t h i e  is ve ry  ve ry  w e l l  (1.S) uh and I r e a l l y  l i ke  
t h e  s t r u c t u r e  and how you expresB . . . 
(about  t e n s e )  You could e i t h e r  s a y  shaped or . . . 
1 think you want t o  s a y  t h e y  have shaped my ideas  . . . 
And you could do t h a t  by taking away t h e  a r t i c l e  . . . 
(word choice)  I don't  know about  *cu t n . . . 
This  mesmion rece ived  t h e  following coding: 
l /  1 / 3 / 6 / 6 / 6 / S / S e t c .  =YES/NO 
Two o t h e r  r a t e r s  coded t h e  t r a n s c r i p t s  of two t u t o r i n g  
s e s s ions ,  using a l l  measures e x c e p t  f o r  t h e  word coun t s ,  which 
w e r e  done by computer. Both w e r e  famil iar  with a t r a i n i n g  
program, hawing been pa r t i c ipan t s .  They w e r e  given t w o  sets of 
t r a n s c r i p t s  ( n o t  t h e i r  own), one  from each  t r e a t m e n t  group, and 
w e r e  t r a i n e d  in t h e  coding sys tem developed by t h e  r e s e a r c h e r .  
The i n t e r - r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  was 87% and 79% with an o v e r a l l  score 
of 83%. I t  was t h e r e f o r e  judged t h a t  a  r e l i a b l e  sys tem of 
c a t e g o r i e s  w e 8  being used,  and t h e  remaining t u t o r i n g  s e s s i o n 6  
w e r e  coded by t h e  r e s e a r c h e r .  
ANALYSES AND RESULTS 
Wait-time. Wait-time was i nves t i ga t ed  f o r  t w o  members 
from each  group. A l l  wait- times w e r e  t a l l i e d ,  b u t  s i n c e  t h e r e  
w e r e  many i n s t a n c e s  where t h e  t u t e e  could r ead i l y  respond  
(*What's t h e  name of your  course?* o r  .What d r a f t  i s  this?"),  
t h e s e  wait-times which w e r e  l e s a  t h a n  two s e c o n d s  w e r e  n o t  used 
f o r  t h e  analys is .  S h o r t  wait- times (0-2 seconds)  f o r  c a s e s  where 
t h e r e  were no r eady  reeponses ,  however, w e r e  included in t h e  
analy.sis. Table 1.1 showe t h e  mean l eng th  of wait-time f o r  e ach  
member and Table 1.2 EhOW8 t h e  mean l eng th  of wait-time f o r  each  
group. (In a l l  t ab lee ,  Group 1 r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
s k i l l s  t r e a t m e n t  g roup  and Group 2  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  confe rence  
approach t r e a t m e n t  group.) 
TABLES 1.1 AND 1.2 ABOUT HERE 
Mul t iva r ia te  ana ly s i s  of va r i ance  comparing a l l  t h r e e  g r o u p s  
o v e r  time r evea l ed  no  s ign i f i c an t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in i n c r e a s e  of 
wait-time. There  w e r e ,  however, s i gn i f i c an t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  
o v e r a l l  means f o r  wait-time between t h e  g r o u p s  <F (2 /3 )  = 39.189, 
p  e .01). 
The change o v e r  time f o r  t h e  t h r e e  g r o u p s  i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  
g raph ica l ly  in  F igure  1. 
FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 
The graph ic  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  shows t h a t  a t  Time 1, a l l  t h e  
g r o u p s  w e r e  s imilar ,  b u t  a f t e r  t r a in ing  a t  Time 2, Group 1 
inc rea sed  t h e  wait-time considerably ,  adding 2.8 seconds;  Group 2  
i n c r e a s e d  by 0.5 seconds  and t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  d e c r e a s e d  by 0.38 
seconds .  A t  Time 3, Group 1 cont inued t o  inc rea se ,  adding 0.97 
seconds ,  Group 2 a l s o  inc reased ,  adding 0.83 s e c o n d s  and t h e  
c o n t r o l  g roup  dec rea sed  ve ry  s l i g h t l y  by 0.9 seconds .  
The g e n e r a l  t r e n d  of bo th  t r e a t m e n t  g r o u p s  inc reas ing  t h e  
wait-time and t h e  c o n t r o l  g roup  dec rea s ing  s l i g h t l y  f a v o r s  t h e  
hypothes is ;  however, t h e  high d e g r e e  of within-group va r i ance  and 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  w e r e  only t w o  s u b j e c t s  p e r  g roup  in  t h e  
1 ana ly s i s  have  l e s sened  t h e  s ign i f i cance  of d i f f e r e n c e s  found in 
1 changes  in wait-time by t h e  g roups  o v e r  time. Analysis  of a l l  
s i x  s u b j e c t s  per g roup  may r e v e a l  m o r e  conc lus ive  r e s u l t s .  
1 T u t o r - t u t e e  -. Word c o u n t s  of t h e  t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  of t w o  
I s u b j e c t s  p e r  g roup  w e r e  made. Table 2.1 shows t h e  t o t a l  number 
of words spoken by t h e  t u t o r ,  t h e  t o t a l  words by t h e  t u t e e ,  and 
I t h e  number of t u r n s .  Table 2.2 shows t h e  mean l e n g t h  of t u r n  of 
bo th  t u t o r  and t u t e e .  Table 2.3 p r e s e n t s  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  of t u t e e  
1 t a l k  in t h e  t u t o r i n g  sess ions .  F igu re s  2 and 3 d e p i c t  
I graphical ly  t h e  mean l eng th  of t u r n  of t u t o r  and t u t e e .  
TABLES 2.1-2.3 ABOUT HERE 
FIGURES 2 AND 3 ABOUT HERE 
Analysis of va r i ance  on mean l eng th  of t u t o r  t u r n  ind ica ted  
t h a t  t h e  g roups  a l r eady  var ied  g r e a t l y  a t  t h e  o u t s e t ,  and t h e r e  
w e r e  no  s ign i f i can t  d i f f e r ences  a s  a  r e s u l t  of t r a i n i n g  o v e r  
t i m e .  
The individual t u t o r 9  var ied  cons iderab ly  in t h e  mean l eng th  
of t u r n .  I t  was expec ted  t h a t  Group 1 would r e d u c e  t h e  l e n g t h  of 
t u r n ;  however, t h i s  did n o t  occur .  Looking a t  t h e  p e r c e n t  of 
t u t o r  t a l k ,  Group 1 a t  Time 2 came closest t o  t h e  i dea l  mentioned 
in t ra in tng- - the  r a t i o  of SO-SO, t u t o r  t o  t u t e e  t a lk ,  end o n e  
t u t o r  even tmlked les6 t h a n  t h e  t u t e e .  However, given t h e  
o v e r a l l  r e s u l t s ,  i t  i s  n o t  poss ib le  t o  a t t r i b u t e  t h e  r e s u l t s  a t  
Time 2 t o  t h e  t ra in ing .  A poss ib le  r e a s o n  f o r  t h e  va r i ab i l i t y  is 
t h a t  t h e  s t u d e n t s  t h a t  t h e  t u t o r s  worked with w e r e  q u i t e  
d i f f e r e n t  a s  w e l l .  They ranged from q u i t e  t a l k a t i v e  t o  extremely  
q u i e t ,  so i t  i s  r e a sonab l e  t h a t  a  t u t o r  may change considerably  
from one t u t o r i n g  s e s s i o n  to  ano ther .  
I t  w a a  also expec ted  t h a t  t h e  t u t e e s  in  Group 1 would have 
l o n g e r  t u r n s  a f t e r  t h e  t u t o r s  had rece ived  t ra in ing .  Although 
t h e r e  was an  i n c r e a s e  with time, a l l  o t h e r  t u t e e s  ( excep t  one) 
a l s o  inc reased ,  r a i s i ng  t h e  poss ib i l i ty  t h a t  simply m o r e  t u t o r i n g  
expe r i ence  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  t u t o r  and poss ibly  m o r e  exper ience  
being t u t o r e d  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  t u t e e  r e s u l t s  in  longer  t u r n s  
f o r  t h e  t u t e e s .  
The high d e g r e e  of va r iab i l i ty  of b o t h  t u t o r s  and t u t e e s ,  
and t h e  s m a l l  number of s u b j e c t s  may have  helped t o  p roduce  such 
inconclus ive  r e s u l t s .  Never theless ,  t h e r e  i s  s t i l l  no  p a r t i c u l a r  
t r e n d  t h a t  would s u p p o r t  t h e  hypotheses .  
Ooen-ended aues t ions .  The f requency  of open-ended 
ques t i on6  r e l a t i v e  t o  all o t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  was counted  f o r  a l l  s i x  
s u b j e c t s  in each  group. A chi s q u a r e  a n a l y s i s  (see Table 3) 
showed t h a t  a t  Time 1, t h e r e  was no  ~ i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ence  
between t h e  t h r e e  g roups  in t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of open-ended 
2 q u e s t i o n s  t o  o t h e r  ques t ions .  (x2 = 0.097, df=2,  x crit (.ool) = 
13.a2. A t  Time 2, however, t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  w a s  s i gn i f i c an t  (x2 = 
39.91, df=2 ,  p  c .OOl).  A t  Time 3, i t  was again  s i gn i f i c an t  ( x  2  
= la.62, df=2,  p  c .ool). 
TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
INSERT FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE 
From Table 3 and from Figure  4, which shows t h e  p e r c e n t  of 
open-ended ques t i ons  f o r  each  group, i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  Groups 1 
and 2 inc reased  in  t h e i r  u s e  of open-ended ques t ions ,  with Group 
1 producing up t o  50% such  ques t i ons  and Group 2 producing up t o  
33%. Heanwhile t h e  c o n t r o l  g roup  s t a y e d  n e a r  t h e  base l ine  r a t e  
of about  16%. Group 1 a l s o  produced o v e r a l l  many m o r e  q u e ~ t i o n s  
t h a n  t h e  o t h e r  t w o  g roups  a t  Time 2, which may be  a t t r i b u t a b l e  to  
t h e  g r e a t e r  product ion of open-ended ques t ions .  This  evidence 
s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t s  t h e  hypothes is- - the  effect of t r a i n i n g  wae m o s t  
c l e a r l y  ev iden t  in  Group 1, of moderate in f luence  in Group 2, and 
t h e r e  was no  change in t h e  c o n t r o l  group. 
P a r a ~ h r a s e s .  The o c c u r r e n c e s  of paraphraEe6 w e r e  coun ted  
for a l l  s i x  mubjects  f o r  e ach  group. The t o t a l s  a r e  gtven in  
Teb le  4 and each  group  15 r e p r e s e n t e d  in F igure  5.  
TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 
FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE 
The re  was no  c l e a r  t r e n d  f o r  t h e  u s e  of p a r a p h r a s e s  o t h e r  
t h a n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l l  g roups  had i nc r ea sed  by Time 3. Group 1 
showed a s u b s t a n t i a l  i n c r e a s e  in t h e  u s e  of p a r a p h r a s e s ,  b u t  t h e  
o c c u r r e n c e s  of p a r a p h r a s e s  w e r e  low t o  begin with. Compared to  
t h e  c o n t r o l  group,  t h e  t w o  t r e a t m e n t  g r o u p s  did make g r e a t e r  
i nc r ea~aes ,  b u t  t h i s  may n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  have  been connec ted  with 
t h e  t ra in ing .  Since  a l l  g roups  gene ra l l y  i nc r ea sed ,  it  is 
poss ib l e  t h a t  t h e  u s e  of p a r a p h r a s e s  i nc r ea sed  with m o r e  t u t o r i n g  
exper ience .  The hypo thes i s  was n o t  s u p p o r t e d  here .  
P ra i se .  Occur rences  of p r a i s e  f o r  t h e  t u t e e  and t h e  writing 
w e r e  t a l l i e d  f o r  a l l  s u b j e c t s .  (See  Table  5 and F igure  6.) 
- -- 
TABLE S ABOUT HERE 
FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE 
The f requency  of p r a i6e  y ie lds  no  p a r t i c u l a r  finding. Group 
1 and t h e  c o n t r o l  g roup  dec rea sed  in t h e i r  u s e  .of praime, while 
Group 2 maintained abou t  t h e  same l e v e l  th roughout .  If t h e  
t endency  o v e r  t i m e  is to d e c r e a s e  t h e  u s e  of praiIae, pe rhaps  
1; t r a i n i n g  s e r v e d  t o  remind Group 2 t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  u s e  it. T h e r e  
1 is n o t  enough ev idence ,  however,  t o  show t h a t  t r a i n i n g  had  any 
e f f e c t .  
I A h i g h e r  or l o w e r  f r e q u e n c y  in  t h e  o c c u r r e n c e  of  p r a i s e  d o e s  
n o t  i n d i c a t e  a n y t h i n g  a b o u t  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t u t o r i n g .  H o w  p r a i s e  
1 is u s e d  would b e  of m o r e  va lue ,  p e r h a p s ,  and  a s imple  f r e q u e n c y  
I c o u n t  i s  q u i t e  i n a d e q u a t e  f o r  t h i s .  I t  is n o t  s u r p r i s i n g ,  t h e n ,  t h a t  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  measu re  shows u s  v e r y  little. 
C r i t i c a l  e v a l u a t i v e  s t a t e m e n t s .  T a b l e  6 and F i g u r e  7 show 
I t h e  totals f o r  all  s u b j e c t s  and  g r o u p s .  
TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE 
1 FIGURE 7 ABOUT HERE 
1 
I F o r  all g r o u p s  from Time 1 to  Time 3, t h e  number of critical 
s t a t e m e n t 6  had d e c r e a s e d  by a b o u t  ha l f .  T h i s  w a s  t r u e  e v e n  of 
1 t h e  t r e a t m e n t  g r o u p  who i t  w a s  p r e d i c t e d  would i n c r e a s e  t h e  u s e  
o f  t h e s e  s t a t e m e n t s .  Similar t o  t h e  problem of  u s i n g  p r a i a e  a s  
a measure,  f r e q u e n c y  c o u n t s  of  critical s t a t e m e n t s  d o  n o t  
i n d i c a t e  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t u t o r i n g .  High rates of cr i t ic ism c a n  b e  
n e g a t i v e ,  while l o w  rates of criticism may b e  p o s i t i v e .  The &same 
t u t o r  may v a r y  c o n s i d e r a b l y  in t h e  u s e  of c r i t i c i s m  depending  o n  
t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  p a p e r  a n d  t h e  t u t e e .  Thus  t h e  u ~ e  o f  t h i s  measure  
ie q u e s t i o n a b l e ,  a n d  t h e  hypothes is -  c a n n o t  b e  ?dupported. 
Cor rec t i ons  Revisions. For  a l l  s u b j e c t s ,  f requency 
coun t6  w e r e  made of a l l  c o r r e c t i o n s ,  modified c o r r e c t i o n s  and 
co l l abo ra t ed  rev i s ions .  Table  7.1 shows t h e  p e r c e n t  of 
c o r r e c t i o n s  and c o l l a b o r a t e d  rev i s ions ,  while Figure6 8 and 9 
display t h i s  graphical ly .  
TABLES 7.1 ABOUT HERE 
FIGURES 8 AND 9 ABOUT HERE 
A l l  t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s  of  c o r r e c t i o n s / r e v i s i o n s  w e r e  compared 
for t h e  t h r e e  g roup6  using a  chi  s q u a r e  analyeis .  (See  Table 
7.2.) A t  Time 1, a e  expec ted ,  t h e r e  was no  s i gn i f i c an t  
2 d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  groups .  tx ob6 = 7.12, d f=4)  A t  Time 2, 
t h e  g roups  w e r e  s ign i f i can t ly  d i f f e r e n t  ( x  2  = 41.6, df=4,  
o b s  
2  
' c r i t  t.001) = 18.47). Again a t  Time 3, t h e y  w e r e  s ign i f i can t ly  
2  d i f f e r e n t  ( x  = 37.83, df=4,  p  e .001). 
TABLE 7.2 ABOUT HERE 
When t h e  number of c o r r e c t i o n s  was compered to  t h e  number of 
co l l abo ra t ed  revisions, t h e r e  w e 6  no  6 ign i f i can t  d i f f e r ence  
between g roups  m t  Time 1 (xLob6 = 1.17, df=2);  t h e r e  was a  
2  
s i gn i f i c an t  d i f f e r e n c e  a t  Time 2 (x  = 31.71, df=2,  
2  
X crit (-001) = 13.82); and again a  s i gn i f i c an t  d i f f e r ence  a t  
L Time 3 (x  obs = 44.76, df=2, p  < .OOl). (See  Table 7.3.) 
The t o t a l  number of c o r r e c t i o n s  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  o t h e r  t y p e s  
of c o r r e c t i o n s / r e v i s i o n a  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  g r o u p s  a t  Time 1 wae n o t  
s ign i f i can t  ( x  2  ObS = 5.08, df=2>3 a t  Time 2, t h e  d i f f e r ence=  
between t h e  g roups  reached  significance ( x  2  
o b s  = 32.29, df=2,  
2  
c r i t  (.OOI> = 13.82); and wae again s i gn i f i c an t  a t  Time 3 
2  ( x  o b s  = 49.72, df=2,  p  C .OOl). (See  Table 7.4.) 
Examining t h e  t o t a l  number of c o l l a b o r a t e d  rev i6 ions  t o  t h e  
t o t a l  number of o t h e r  c o r r e c t i o n s / r e v i s i o n s ,  t h e r e  wa6 no 
s ign i f i cance  a t  Time 1 t x  2 ObS = 0.80, df=Z); t h e  g r o u p s  w e r e  
2  
s ign i f i can t ly  d i f f e r e n t  a t  Time 2 ( x  obs = 29.81, df=Z, 
2  
c r i t  ( .oo~> = 13.82); and a t  Time 3, t h e  g r o u p s  cont inued to  be  
s ign i f i can t ly  d i f f e r e n t  ( x  2  0b6 = 37.75, dfz2, p  c .OOl). (See  
Table  7.3.) 
The d a t a  s t r o n g l y  euppor t  t h e  hypo thes i s  t h a t  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  
group6 would s ign i f i can t ly  i n c r e a s e  t h e  number of co l l abo ra t ed  
r ev i s ions  and d e c r e a s e  t h e  number of c o r r e c t i o n s .  By Time 3, 
Group 2  was co l labora t ing  on rev i s ion6  two- thi rds  of t h e  time; 
Group 1, a  l i t t l e  m o r e  t h a n  one- thi rd  of t h e  time, and t h e  
c o n t r o l  g roup  had a c t u a l l y  dec rea sed  t o  only 6%. A l e 0  by Time 3, 
Group 2 warn making 21% correctionm, Group 1, 3 8 X ;  and t h e  c o n t r o l  
g roup  warn s t i l l  c o r r e c t i n g  88%. Clearly,  t h e  t r a in ing  wa6 
e f f e c t i v e  in  both  t r e a t m e n t  group6 and in Group 2  in p a r t i c u l a r .  
P m y  l i e .  A l l  audiotaped t u t o r i n g  s e s 6 i o n s  w e r e  
coded according to l e v e l s  of concern  and t h e n  placed i n t o  o n e  of 
t h r e e  cmtegoriea: YES (conformance t o  t h e  p r i o r i t y  l i s t ) ,  
PARTIAL ( p a r t i a l  conformance t o  t h e  p r i o r i t y  l i s t )  and NO 
(d ivergence  from t h e  p r i o r i t y  l i s t ) .  Table 8 shows t h e  r e s u l t s .  
TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE 
A t  t h e  o u t e e t  half of t h e  members of  t h e  c o n t r o l  g roup  
conformed to  t h e  p r i o r i t y  list. By c o n t r a s t ,  no member in  e i t h e r  
Groups 1 o r  2 did so. Over time t h e  c o n t r o l  g roup  showed l i t t l e  
change. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, Groups 1 and 2 changed a t  Time 2 with 
f o u r  of t h e i r  members conforming to  t h e  p r i o r i t y  l i s t .  The t w o  
g r o u p s  diverged a t  Time 3. Group 1 f e l l  t o  only one  m e m b e r  
conforming to t h e  p r i o r i t y  list, while Group 2 improved with f i v e  
succeeding in  using t h e  p r i o r i t y  list and one  p a r t i a l l y  following 
it .  I t  is encouraging t h a t  by Time 3, t h i s  group-- the one  t h a t  
was expec t ed  t o  make t h e  c l e a r e s t  ga in s  in t h i s  aree--had no 
member completely d i s r ega rd ing  t h e  p r i o r i t y  list. 
B e c a u ~ e  of t h e  low numbers, no  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  i s  
warranted.  In genera l ,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  f a v o r  t h e  
hypothes is ,  showing t h a t  t h e  members of Group 2 s h i f t e d  from n o t  
conforming t o  t h e  p r i o r i t y  l i s t  a t  a l l  t o  almost  a l l  m e m b e r s  
doing so by Time 3. 
The f o l l o w i n g  briefly m u m m m r i z e m  t h m  r e m u l t m  on t h e  eight  
w m m u r e m .  
H - m m u r e  A n m l y m i m  R e m u l t  f Corn -n tm  
WAIT-TIME MANOVA N o t  m i g n i f i c m n t  t b u t  p o m m i b l e  t r e n d  
m u p p o r t i n g  h y p o t h e m i m  
R A T I O  O F  N o t  m i g n i f i c m n t  
T l J T O R f T U T E E  MANOVA P o m m i b l e  f m c t o r m :  l o w  n u m b o r  02 
T A L K  mub-tm; high dogrw of v m r i m b i l i t y  
O P E N-  S i g n i i i c m n t - S u p p o r t m  h y p o t h e m i m  
E N D E D  C h i -  
QUESTIOWS m q u m r e  Broup 1 G r o u p  2 * C o n t r o l  
P A R A P H R A S E S  l n a o n c l u m i v e  
P o m m i b l e  f m c t o r m t  W e m k n e m m  in t ra ining 
P R A I S E  l n c o n c l u m i v e  
P o m m i b l -  f m c t o r m t  W-knemm mm w m m u r e  
C R I T I C A L  
E V A L U A T I O N S  
l n c o n c l u m i v e  
P o m m i b l e  f e a t o r m :  W e m k n e m m  mm w m m u r e  
C O R R E C T I O N S /  S i g n i i i c m n t - - m u p p o r t m  h y p o t h e m i m  
C O L L A B O R A T E D  C h i -  C o l l m b o r m t i o n m t  Q r o u p  l f  2 > C o n t r o l  
R E V I S I O N S  m q u m r m  C o r r o c t i o n m :  Control  > Broup 112 
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Llm 
DISCUSSION 
The hypo thes i s  t h a t  t r a in ing  would b e  e f f e c t i v e  for t h e  
t r e a t m e n t  g roupe  was q u i t e  e t rong ly  upheld on t w o  measure=--the 
number of open-ended ques t i ons  used and t h e  number of 
c o l l a b o r a t e d  r ev i s ions  and c o r r e c t i o n s  made. In b a t h  c a s e s ,  a l l  
g r o u p s  w e r e  shown to  be a t  approximately t h e  same l e v e l  before 
t ra in ing .  Af t e r  t r a in ing ,  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  g r o u p  t h a t  spec i f i c a l l y  
t a r g e t e d  t h e s e  behav iors  showed c l e a r  and g r e a t e r  changes  t han  
t h e  o t h e r  groups.  The t r e a t m e n t  g roup  t h a t  had n o t  d i r e c t l y  
focused  on t h e s e  points ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s ,  a l s o  made d e f i n i t e  
improvements. 
The re  was a l s o  s o m e  improvement made by one  t r e a t m e n t  g roup  
in conforming t o  a  p r i o r i t y  list of c o n c e r n s  spec i f i ed  in  t h e  
t ra in ing .  Five members of t h i s  g roup  a s  compared t o  only o n e  in  
t h e  o t h e r  t r e a t e m e n t  g roup  and t w o  in t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  conformed 
t o  t h e  p r i o r i t y  list a t  t h e  end of t h e  = e m e s t e r .  Because  of t h e  
small  =ample, however, t h e r e  is still a  pos s ib i l i t y  t h a t  t h i s  may 
have  been due  t o  chance.  
Statistical a n a l y s i s  did n o t  show s ign i f i cance  in  t h e  amount 
of wait-time; however, i t  is very  l ike ly  t h a t  t h e  va r i ab i l i t y  
within g r o u p s  l e s sened  t h e  d e g r e e  of d i f f e r e n c e  t o  b e  found a s  a  
r e s u l t  of t r a in ing .  The inclusion in t h e  ana lys i s ,  then ,  of a l l  
~ u b j e c t s  r a t h e r  t h a n  j u s t  two members p e r  g r o u p  is highly 
recommended, e spec i a l l y  s i n c e  t h e  evidence shows t h a t  t h e r e  is an  
a p p a r e n t  t r e n d  in  s u p p o r t  of t h e  hypo the~ im.  
Examining a l l  s u b j e c t 6  on mean l eng th  of t u r n  might a l s o  
r e v e a l  c l e a r e r  reeiult.e, s i n c e  t h e r e  was a  high d e g r e e  of 
v a r i a b i l i t y  h e r e  a s  w e l l .  N o  c o n c l u s i v e  s t a t e m e n t s  c o u l d  be made 
on t h e  amount of t u t o r  t a l k  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h a t  of t h e  t u t e e .  The 
ma jo r i ty  of  t h e  t u t o r s ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of t r a i n i n g ,  d e c r e a s e d  t h e  
amount of  s p e e c h  p e r  t u r n ,  and  a l l  b u t  o n e  t u t e e  by Time 3 had 
l o n g e r  t u r n s  a t  s p e a k i n g  t h a n  t h e  t u t e e s  a t  Time 1. 
Tra in ing  seemed t o  h a v e  had n o  clear e f f e c t  i n  t h e  u s e  of 
p a r a p h r a s e s .  Th i s  was n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t o  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r ,  s i n c e  
d u r i n g  t r a i n i n g  t h e  t u t o r s  d id  n o t  r e s p o n d  w e l l  when t h e  t r a i n i n g  
f o c u s e d  o n  t h i s  p o i n t  d i r e c t l y .  Thus,  t h e  l a c k  of e f f e c t  was n o t  
d u e  to  under- emphasis;  however,  i t  cou ld  h a v e  been  a  weakness  in  
t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n .  S i n c e  a l l  g r o u p s  t e n d e d  t o  i n c r e a s e  in  t h e  u s e  
of  p a r a p h r a s e s ,  i t  may i n d i c a t e  t h a t  with t i m e  t u t o r s  f ind  t h a t  
i t  is a u s e f u l  s t r a t e g y .  If t u t o r s  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  
u s ing  t h i s  t echn ique ,  d i r e c t  t r a i n i n g  cou ld  b e  e f f e c t i v e .  
The u s e  of p r a i s e  and c r i t i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n s  did n o t  r e s u l t  i n  
t h e  behav io r  p r e d i c t e d .  T h e s e  m e a s u r e s  p roved  t o  b e  less t h a n  
s a t i s f a c t o r y  s i n c e  f r e q u e n c y  c o u n t s  d o  n o t  p r o v i d e  t h e  
informat ion  on t u t o r  b e h a v i o r  needed ,  a n d  t h e y  are s u b j e c t  t o  
much v a r i a b i l i t y  d u e  t o  t u t o r  s t y l e ,  t h e  p a p e r ,  and o t h e r  
f a c t o r s .  In t h e  t r a i n i n g ,  i t  was n o t  simply t h e  amount of  p r a i s e  
or critical e v a l u a t i o n s  t h a t  w a s  s t r e s s e d ,  b u t  t h e  "way* t h e y  
w e r e  t o  be used.  I n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  e f f e c t s  of  t r a i n i n g ,  t h e n ,  
would n e c e s s i t a t e  a  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e  of  a n a l y s i s .  
CONCLUSION 
The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  s t u d y  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  c a n  b e  
e f f e c t i v e  in  changing t h e  behavior of ESL t u t o r s  in a c t u a l  
t u t o r i n g  s e s s ions .  There  w e r e  conc lus ive  r e s u l t s  on t w o  of t h e  
dependent  measures-- the u s e  of open-ended q u e s t i o n s  and t h e  
amount of c o r r e c t i o n s  and co l l abo ra t ed  revis ions .  With t ra in ing ,  
t u t o r s  w e r e  a b l e  to  i n c r e a s e  t h e  amount of open-ended q u e s t i o n s  
and co l l abo ra t ed  r ev i s ions  and d e c r e a s e  t h e  number of c o r r e c t i o n s  
of t h e  s t u d e n t  paper .  There  was a  pos i t i ve  indicat ion t h a t  t h e  
t r a i n i n g  might have  a f f e c t e d  t h e  t u t o r s '  u s e  of a p r i o r i t y  list 
of concerns .  I t  would have  been u se fu l  t o  have  had m o r e  t h an  
j u s t  t h r e e  samples of t u t o r i n g  s e s s i o n s  f o r  each  t u t o r  in o r d e r  
t o  r u l e  o u t  t h e  poss ib i l i ty  t h a t  t h e  a p p a r e n t  change  in s t r a t e g y  
f o r  t h e s e  t u t o r s  was n o t  due  so l e ly  t o  chance.  
There  was a l s o  pos i t i ve  evidence t h a t  t u t o r s  in  t h e  
t r e a t m e n t  g roups  began giving longer  wait- times f o r  t u t e e  
responses .  S t a t i s t i c a l  ana ly s i s  on t h i s  measure, however, did 
n o t  r e s u l t  in  s ignif icance.  On a l l  o t h e r  measures,  t h e r e  was 
i n su f f i c i en t  evidence to  s u p p o r t  t h e  hypothes is .  Pos s ib l e  
r e a s o n s  f o r  t h i s  inc lude a high d e g r e e  of v a r i a b i l i t y  among t h e  
t u t o r s  and t u t e e s ,  t h e  small number of s u b j e c t s ,  and w e a k n e e e e ~  
in  t h e  r e s e a r c h  des ign and t r a in ing  program. 
For  t h e  Writing Lab, an  immediate p r a c t i c a l  goa l  had been 
m e t - - t w o  formal t u t o r  t r a in ing  programs had been p r e s e n t e d  and 
t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  encouraging. The s t r a t e g i e s  which t h e  t u t o r s  
began t o  u s e  a s  a  r e s u l t  Of t r a in ing  a r e  in  keeping with a 
p roces s- o r i en t ed  approach t o  writing. I t  was hoped t h a t  t h e  
t u t o r s  would r e f r a i n  from simply ed i t i ng  s t u d e n t  papers .  Af te r  
t r a in ing ,  bo th  t r e a t m e n t  g roups  s i gn i f i c an t l y  reduced  t h e  number 
of c o r r e c t i o n s ,  and i n s t e a d  of c o r r e c t i o n s ,  t h e y  began to  
c o l l a b o r a t e  with t h e  t u t e e s  on revis ions .  Ra the r  t han  
functioning a s  f i n a l  e d i t o r s ,  t u t o r s  began ac t i ng  m o r e  l i k e  
r eade r- ed i to r s .  They began asking m o r e  open-ended q u e s t i o n s  t o  
s e a r c h  f o r  t h e  w r i t e r ' s  i n t e n t  r a t h e r  t h a n  t o  f e r r e t  o u t  t h e  
mistakes. They began t o  allow longer  pe r iods  of wait-time f o r  
t u t e e  r e sponses ,  a  s t r a t e g y  t h a t  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  he lp fu l  when 
working with ESL s t u d e n t s .  In gene ra l ,  t u t o r s ,  p e r h a p s  a s  a  
r e s u l t  of t r a in ing  o r  simply a s  a r e s u l t  of more t u t o r i n g  
exper ience ,  began t o  d e c r e a s e  t h e  amount of t h e i r  speech ,  t h e r e b y  
allowing t h e  t u t e e  m o r e  oppo r tun i t y  t o  t a lk .  A l s o ,  poss ib ly  a s  a 
r e s u l t  of t r a in ing ,  one  g roup  began t o  f o c u s  f i r s t  on more g loba l  
problems and t h e n  l a t e r  on m o r e  l o c a l  problems. 
This s t u d y  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  p e e r - t u t o r s  c an  be  t r a i n e d  to  u s e  
a p r o c e s s  approach in t h e i r  t u to r ing .  I t  a l s o  shows t h a t  a  
r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t  amount of t r a in ing  ( s i x  h o u r s  t o t a l  in  t h e  
p r e s e n t  s t u d y )  c a n  have s i gn i f i c an t  e f f e c t s  on t u t o r  behavior,  
al though a  longer  time may have  produced b e t t e r  r e s u l t s  on o t h e r  
measures. In addit ion,  even though t r a in ing  d o e s  n o t  d i r e c t l y  
f o c u s  on p a r t i c u l a r  t r a in ing  po in t s ,  i t  i s  poss ib le  t h a t  s o m e  
e f f e c t  will become evident .  This u n d e r s c o r e s  t h e  need f o r  
t ra in ing,  whatever t h e  f o c u s  may be--whether i t  i s  only on 
i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  o r  only on c o n t e n t  sk i l l s ,  it  i s  far '  b e t t e r  
t h a n  none a t  all. 
Resu l t s  of t h i s  s t u d y  s e r v e  to  point  o u t  t h e  need f o r  m o r e  
ex t ens ive  r e s e a r c h .  Although a l i t t l e  h a s  been l e a r n e d  a b o u t  
what might a f f e c t  t u t o r  behavior,  t h e r e  i s  ve ry  little known 
a b o u t  what will a f f e c t  s t u d e n t  behavior and learning.  To d a t e ,  
wri t ing c e n t e r  t u t o r  t r a i n e r s  have  developed t r a in ing  programs 
assuming t h a t  t h e  d e s i r e d  t u t o r  behavior will enhance  s t u d e n t  
learning.  For  t r u l y  e f f e c t i v e  t r a in ing  programs, t r a i n i n g  should 
f o c u s  on measures  t h a t  a re  known t o  in f luence  p o s i t i v e  s t u d e n t  
outcomes. 
The p r e s e n t  s t u d y  i s  limited in  t h a t  i t  focused  only on t h e  
behavior  of t h e  t u t o r s .  The n e x t  s t e p  i s  t o  also focus  on t h e  
t u t e e s  t o  determine whether t h e  t u t o r  s t r a t e g i e s  s t r e s s e d  in 
t r a in ing  a r e  a c t u a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  in  improving t h e  wri t ing 
performance of t u t e e s .  Resu l t s  of t h i s  t y p e  of r e s e a r c h  can 
g r e a t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  e n t i r e  n a t u r e  of t h e  wri t ing c e n t e r  
opera t ion ;  i t  tests t h e  p r a c t i c a l  and t h e o r e t i c a l  b a s e s  on which 
writ ing c e n t e r s  ope ra t e .  Research of t h i s  type ,  t hen ,  c an  have 
fa r- reach ing  implicat ions n o t  only f o r  wri t ing c e n t e r s  
themselves,  b u t  also f o r  t h e  writing t e a c h e r  and writ ing 
claseroom--for f i r s t  and second language l e a r n e r s  al ike.  
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TflBLE 7.3 
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The following b r i e f l y  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  Writing Lab, i t s  opera t ion ,  
and t h e  s t u d e n t s  t h a t  i t  s e r v e s .  
ABOUT THE WRITING LAB 
4 phvsical  d e S ~ r i ~ t i O n :  The Writing Lab i s  housed in a long 
r e c t a n g u l a r  r o o m  with f o u r  r e c t a n g u l a r  t a b l e s ,  f o u r  o f f i c e  desks ,  
many individual c h a i r s ,  and a few c h a i r s  v i t h  a t t a c h e d  desks .  
Tu to r6  and 6 t L I d e n t ~  almost always work a t  t h e  t a b l e s  usual ly  
s i t t i n g  a c r o s s  from each  o t h e r ,  fac ing each  o t h e r  a t  t h e  c o r n e r  
of t h e  t a b l e ,  o r  occas ional ly  on t h e  same s i d e  of t h e  t ab l e .  
Other  s t r a t e g i c  areas t h a t  t u t o r s  and s t u d e n t 6  u s e  are: 1) 
t h e  desk a t  t h e  e n t r a n c e ,  where o n e  can  f ind t h e  da i ly  sign-in 
s h e e t  f o r  students, t h e  dai ly  sign- in s h e e t  f o r  t u t o r s ,  t h e  
appointment c l ipboard ,  a notebook f o r  messagefa f o r  t h e  t u t o r s  and 
t h e  coo rd ina to r ,  a  s c h d u l e  of t h e  tutor 'm hours ,  t h e  t u t o r s '  
name t a g s ,  end new r e c o r d  c a r d 6  f o r  s t u d e n t s .  2) The f i l ing  
cab ine t  behind t h e  f r o n t  de sk  holding t h e  s t u d e n t s '  f i l e s .  3) 
The blackboard v i t h  a l a r g e  s chedu le  of t h e  t u t o r s '  h o u r s  and a 
p l ace  f o r  g e n e r a l  noticem. 4) The wall o u t s i d e  t h e  doo r  where a 
schedule  of t u t o r s  i s  pomted and where t h e  appointment c l ipboard  
i s  k e p t  when t h e  Lab im closed.  
& summarv 02 daily onera t ion:  The re  i s  a t h r ee- page  handout  
l i s t i n g  t h e  r u l e s  of t h e  Writing Lab. Briefly, t h e  Writing Lab 
r u n s  on an  appointment bas i s ;  however, 6 t u d e n t ~  who d r o p  i n  may 
b e  t u t o r e d  when n o  o n e  ham signed up. S t u d e n t s  s i gn  up f o r  hal f-  
' hour  or one-hour blocks.  
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: t o r s  vo lun t ee r  t h e i r  t i m e - - s o m e  t u t o r i n g  o n c e  a  week f o r  
o n e  t o  t h r e e  hou r6  and o t h e r s  t u t o r i n g  t w o  or t h r e e  t i m e 6  a  week 
f o r  one  t o  t w o  hour=. The majori ty of t h e  v o l u n t e e r s  a r e  
g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t 6  in  ESL, and m o r e  r e c e n t l y  t h e r e  have been 
g r a d u a t e  and undergradua te6  f r o m  o t h e r  depar tments .  In t h e  p a s t ,  
t h e r e  have  a l s o  been 6 o m e  work-study 6 t u d e n t s  working a 6  t u t o r s .  
S t u d e n t s  who c o m e  t o  t h e  Writing Lab a r e  a l l  non-native 
s p e a k e r s  of English. The majori ty of them c o m e  from Asia--the 
People'm Republic of China, Taiwan, Japan,  Korea, Thailand, t h e  
Philippines, Indonesia, Malaysia, and Vietnam. They a r e  bo th  
g r a d u a t e  and unde rg radua t e  s t u d e n t s ,  and t h e y  d o  n o t  have  to  b e  
en ro l l ed  in  t h e  ELI c o u r s e s  t o  make u s e  of t h e  Lab. ELI wri t ing 
c l a s s e 6  have  an  o r i e n t a t i o n  to  t h e  Lab a t  t h e  beginning of t h e  
s e m e s t e r .  S t u d e n t 6  a r e  encouraged t o  br ing p a p e r s  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  
c u r r e n t l y  working on, and t h e y  may g e t  he lp  a t  any =tag@ of t h e i r  
writing; t h e y  a r e  di6couraged from coming in  t h e  day b e f o r e  a  
pape r  is d u e  or expec t ing  a t u t o r  t o  simply e d i t  t h e i r  paper6. 
& o v e r a l l  ~ e r s ~ e c t i v e :  The Writing Lab i6 coord ina ted  by a  
g r a d u a t e  a s s i 6 t a n t  from t h e  ELI, who works d i r e c t l y  under  t h e  
EL1 a s s i s t a n t  d i r e c t o r ,  and who f u l f i l l s  a  ten- hour  p e r  week work 
commitment. The Writing Lab doe6 n o t  have  a  budget ,  and a t  
p r e s e n t  t u t o r 6  d o  n o t  r e c e i v e  academic c r e d i t  f o r  t h e i r  work. 
(However, in  Fa l l  1986, t w o  g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t a  u6ed t h e i r  t u t o r i n g  
h o u r s  t o  f u l f i l l  a  pract lcum requirement  for a  c o u r s e  in  t h e  
Englieh department.)  I t  ha6 only been s i n c e  September 1986 t h a t  
t h e r e  h a s  been a  wr i t t en  s t a t e m e n t  of t h e  philouophy of t h e  
Writing Lab, a more complete list of ru leu ,  and a  formal t r a in ing  
program. 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE TRAINING SESSIONS 
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS 
Training # l  
1. An overview of t u t o r i n g  in t h e  Writing Lab and t h e  g e n e r a l  
approach t o  be  used was given. 
2. The I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Communication Sk i l l s  model adap t ed  from 
Williams (1980) was p resen ted .  A handout explaining t h e  model 
w a s  d i s t r i b u t e d .  
3. In s t r e a s i n g  t h e  importance of gaining t h e  t u t e e ' s  
p e r s p e c t i v e  b e f o r e  giving one 's  own perspec t ive ,  key p o i n t s  from 
Flowers (1979) w e r e  given. Ra the r  t h a n  assuming t h a t  t h e  
in tended meaning of t h e  w r i t e r  i s  wr i t t en  on t h e  paper ,  ~~~~~~s 
shows t h a t  unskil led w r i t e r s  have  n o t  been a b l e  t o  t r ans fo rm 
t h e i r  wri ter- based p r o s e  i n t o  reader- based  prose .  The example= 
in h e r  a r t i c l e  of a wr i t e r ' s  composition and a wri t ing aloud 
p ro toco l  w e r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  to  t h e  t u t o r s .  By f i r 6 t  r ead ing  t h e  
composition, which seemed ve ry  i l logical  and incoheren t ,  and t h e n  
read ing  t h e  p ro toco l ,  i t  was hoped t h a t  t h e  t u t o r s  would r e a l i z e  
t h a t  t h e r e  w a s ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  logic  in  t h e  paper- - the  s t u d e n t  w a s  
simply unab le  t o  g e t  i t  t o  c o m e  across on paper .  
4. An example of an ESL s t u d e n t ' s  composition was p resen ted .  
T u t o r s  w e r e  aeked t o  comment on i t .  T u t o r s  did role p l ays  with 
one  playing t h e  t u t o r  and t h e  o t h e r ,  t h e  t u t e e .  The t u t e e  w a s  
given some information on what p e r s m c t i v e  = /he  had t h a t  t h e  
t u t o r  had to  t r y  t o  bring out .  
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Training #2 
1. The t u t o r s  w e r e  asked t o  comment on how they  w e r e  a b l e  to r  
unable)  t o  u s e  t h e  model dur ing t h e i r  t u t o r i n g  sees ions .  One 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  comment was t h a t  i t  was n o t  e a s y  to  keep  a l l  t h e  
d i f f e r e n t  p o i n t s  in  mind while t u to r ing .  I t  was emphaeized t h a t  
an  unders tanding of t h e  model was only t h e  f i r s t  s t e p ,  and t h a t  
t h e  n e x t  m o s t  d i f f i cu l t  s t e p  was being a b l e  t o  p u t  i t  i n t o  
p r ac t i c e .  
2. A review of s o m e  of t h e  major p o i n t s  of t h e  model was given. 
The re  w e e  a  d i scuss ion  of how to  a c t u a l l y  u s e  t h e  problem solving 
framework-- identification of s i t u a t i o n ,  c a u s e  and t h e n  
d i rec t ion .  Examples were given of s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  might c o m e  up 
and t h e  g roup  was t o  iden t i fy  where i t  might f i t  in  t h e  model. 
The g roup  had many c o n c r e t e  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  *con ten t w of 
tutoring--what t o  d o  about  grammar exp lana t ions ,  etc. 
3. In t r y i n g  to  p r a c t i c e  t h e  s k i l l s  of t h e  model t h e  f o c u s  was 
on asking open-ended ques t ion6  and on r e f l e c t i n g  back what t h e  
s t u d e n t  h a s  s a id  or exp re s sed  nonverbally.  Tu to r6  w e r e  given 
r o l e s  and t w o  e n a c t e d  a  role play. Af t e r  t h e  r o l e  play t h e  
p l a y e r s  w e r e  a sked  to  comment and t h e n  t h e  o t h e r  t u t o r s  who 
watched d i s c u s ~ e d  what was good and what might have  been better. 
In t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  role play t h e  t u t o r  did m o s t  of t h e  ta lk ing.  
What do@s a  t u t o r  d o  when t h e r e  is n o t  enough t o  r e f l e c t  back? 
I t  was emphasized t h a t  t h e  t u t o r  must allow and ac t i ve ly  
encourage  t h e  t u t e e  to  d o  more of t h e  ta lk ing.  
4. Other  r o l e  p l ays  w e r e  e n a c t e d  followed by m o r e  discussion.  
If t h e  t u t o r s  had been suaces s fu l ,  t h e  s p e c t a t o r s  should be a b l e  
t o  undermtand what p e r s p e c t i v e  t h e  t u t e e  was t r y i n g  t o  play. 
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Train ing  #3 
1. Hur ray ' s  (1979) a r t i c l e  was d i s t r i b u t e d  a n d  a few main p o i n t n  
w e r e  r a i s e d .  
2. The t u t o r  c h e c k  l i n t  t a k e n  from Cla rk  (1985) w a s  d i s t r i b u t e d .  
nany  of t h e  p o i n t s  co inc ided  e x a c t l y  with t h e  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
s k i l l s  model. 
3. An excerpt f rom Cla rk  (1985), which d i s c u s s e s  how f a r  t h e  
t u t o r  s h o u l d  g o  in  he lp ing  t h e  t u t e e ,  was d i s t r i b u t e d .  
4. Feedback  was g iven  o n  t h e  t u t o r i n g  s e s s i o n s  which had been  
aud io taped .  Emphasis was p l a c e d  on allowing t h e  t u t e e  a d e q u a t e  
t i m e  and  encouragemen t  t o  r e s p o n d  and  t a l k ,  and  o n  ga in ing  t h e  
t u t e e ' s  p e r s p e c t i v e  b e f o r e  g iv ing  t h e i r  own. 
5. Indiv idua l  f e e d b a c k  was g iven  f o r  t h r e e  members. 
GARRISON'S CONFERENCE APPROACH 
Tra in ing  # l  
1. A b r i e f  overview of what  is e x p e c t e d  of  a t u t o r  i n  t h e  
Writing Lab  w a s  given. Br ie f ly ,  t u t o r s  a r e  n o t  t empora ry  
t e a c h e r s  i n  t h e  Lab. They mu6t a c t  a s  r e a d e r s  who l i s t e n  t o  
t u t e e s  and  g i v e  gu idance  b u t  n o t  i n s t r u c t i o n .  
2. G a r r i s o n ' s  (1974)  one- to- one quick  c o n f e r e n c e  a p p r o a c h  w a s  
p r e s e n t e d .  The I n s t r u c t o r ' s  Hanual--One-to-one w a s  d i s t r i b u t e d ,  
and  key p o i n t s  w e r e  ou t l i ned .  
3. C a r n i c e l l i ' s  (1980) article, which s u p p l e m e n t s  and  r e i n f o r c e s  
G a r r i s o n ' s  approach ,  was d i s t r i b u t e d .  C a r n i c e l l i  u s e s  a modified 
v e r ~ i o n  of  G a r r i s o n ' s  p r i o r i t y  l i s t  and  p r o v i d e s  a d d i t i o n a l  
e x p l e n a t i o n  a b o u t  t h e  c o n f e r e n c e  approach .  
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4. A brief summary of Sommers' (1982) a r t i c l e  w a s  p r e sen t ed .  I t  
p rov ides  a  s t r o n g  argument for using a  p r i o r i t y  list l i k e  
Garrison's ,  and p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t u t o r s  must n o t  a p p r o p r i a t e  t h e  
t u t e e ' s  writing. 
5. The t u t o r s  w e r e  shown a composition wr i t t en  by a n  ESL s t u d e n t  
and w e r e  a sked  t o  comment on it. 
6. R o l e  p l ays  w e r e  set up with t u t o r a  playing b o t h  roles and 
t h e n  with t h e  t r a i n e r  playing t h e  role of t h e  s t u d e n t .  One 
composition used was one  where t h e  s t u d e n t  had d i f f i cu l t y  
exp re s s ing  t h e  main idea. 
7 .  T u t o r s  were given a  composition t o  e v a l u a t e  and br ing  t o  t h e  
n e x t  s e s s ion .  
8. A br i e f  feedback s e s s i o n  on t h e  t r a in ing  and t h e  approach 
ended t h e  sess ion .  
Training #2 
1. The t u t o r s  w e r e  asked how t h e y  f e l t  a b o u t  using Garr ison 's  
approach  in t h e i r  r e g u l a r  t u t o r i n g  s e s s ions .  Two f e l t  t h a t  it  
w a s  e i t h e r  d i f f i c u l t  or impossible t o  u s e  t h e  approach.  The 
problem seemed t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  t u t o r s  may n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  see t h e  
same t u t e e  again, t hey  f e l t  t h e y  w e r e  n o t  a b l e  to t o l l o w  t h e  
whole p roces s .  I t  w a s  s t r e s s e d  t h a t  t u t o r s  a r e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  
only one  s t a g e  of t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  writing dur ing a  s e s s i o n ,  and i t  
is n o t  n e c e s s a r y  t o  go through t h e  e n t i r e  p r i o r i t y  list in  o r d e r  
t o  be using Garr ison 's  approach proper ly .  I t  warn pointed o u t  
t h a t  t h i s  was one  of t h e  ad jus tments  t h a t  t u t o r s  must make t o  f i t  
t h e  approach  to  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  t u t o r i n g  s i t u a t i o n .  T u t o r s  
t a l k e d  a b o u t  s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  had c o m e  up  In t h e i r  t u t o r i n g  and 
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how t h e y  handled them. By t h e  end  of t h e  d i scuss ion ,  t u t o r s  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  did n o t  h a v e  d i f f i c u l t y  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and  
us ing  t h e  approach .  
2. T u t o r s  worked i n  p a i r s  on  t h e  composi t ions  d i s t r i b u t e d  a t  t h e  
end  of t h e  las t  s e s s i o n .  Following Podis '  (1980) s u g g e s t i o n ,  
t h e y  w e r e  a s k e d  t o  list what t h e y  s a y ,  b o t h  p o s i t i v e  and  
nega t ive ,  and  t o  make a n o t h e r  list of  what t h e y  s a y  to  t h e  
s t u d e n t .  Each p a i r  t h e n  s h a r e d  what t h e y  came up  with. T u t o r s  
d i s c u s s e d  and  s h a r e d  t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n s  of t h e  pape r .  
Tra in ing  #3 
1. An e x c e r p t  f rom Cla rk  (198S), which disCu6EeE how f a r  t h e  
t u t o r  shou ld  g o  in  he lp ing  t h e  t u t e e ,  was d i s t r i b u t e d .  
2. Feedback w a s  g iven  on  t h e  t u t o r i n g  s e s ~ i o n s  which had  been 
aud io taped .  
3. Individual  f eedback  was g iven  ~ e p a r a t e l y  t o  e a c h  t u t o r .  
